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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

THURsD.A.Y, April ~o, 1911. 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol

lowing prayer : 
0 Lord, our Lord, how excellent is Thy name in all the 

cartll, who !last set Tlly glory above the heavens. Open Thou 
our sviritual eyes, that we may behold the light of Thy counte
nance. Unstop our spiritual ears, that we may hear the music 
of Thy voice. Make more sensitive our hearts, that we may feel 
the fructifying influences of Thy love; that as we pass on we 
may strew our paths with the flowers of golden deeds, and at 
the end hear the words, which will be sweeter than all music, 
"Well done, good and faithful servant, enter thou into the 
joy of Thy Lord." For Tlline is the kingdom, and the power, 
and the glory forever. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approyed. 

INVESTIGATION OF TilE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS. 

Mr. HENRY of Tcxns. Mr. Speaker, I desire to submit tlle 
following privileged report from the Committee on Rules. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas, cllairman of the 
Committee on Rules, submits a priyileged report (H. Rept. 9), 
which the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House resolution 103. 

R csoh:ed, That the Committees on Expenditures in the State Depart
ment, in the Treasury Department, in the War Department, in the 
Navy Department, in the Post Office Department, in the Interior De
partment, in the Department of Justice, in the Department of Agri
culture, in the Department of Commerce and Labor, and on Public Builu-
1ngs be, and they are hereby, instructed to proceed to examine into all 
the affairs of said departments as fully as is permitted to them and 
made their duty to do by th~ Rules of the House relating to said com
mittees, respectively. And the investigations of said committees may 
cover such period in the past as each of said committees may deem 
necessary. And said committees, or any subcommittees thereof, shall 
have power to sul>prena and compel the attendance of witnesses and to 
examine them under oath, and send for records, books, and pa-pers and 
all other evidence that may be necessary to make the investigation full 
and complete, an<l that the Speaker shall have authority to sign and 
the Clerk to attest subpoonas during the recess of Congress. Said com
mittees or any subcommittees thereof shall have authority to sit during 
any recess of this Congress. 

l\Ir. HENRY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the adoption 
of the resolution. 

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, I will ask the gentleman from 
Texn s if this resolution is in the form in which it was sub
mittecl to the Committee on Rules. 

Tlle SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Texas yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from Penn
sylrnnia, and in reply to his question I will say that it is in 
the exact form which we agreed upon. The gentleman under
stands why I submit it at this time, and I ask for the adoption 
of it. 

Mr. MADDEN. As the Clerk seems to have had some difficulty 
in rending the resolution, I ask unanimous consent to authorize 
the Committee on Rules to employ a stenograpller, so that reso
lutions may be presented in such form that the Clerk may be 
able to read them readily. · 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman's request is out of order. 
The question is on agreeing to the resolution. Those in favor 
of it--

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker-
Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Spenker--
The SPEAKER. For what purpose docs the gentleman from 

Tennessee rise? 
Mr. AUSTIN. I rise for the purpose of asking the gentleman 

in charge of this resolution a question. 
Tlle SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Texas yield? 
Mr. HEl\TRY of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from Ten

nessee. 
Mr. AUSTIN. Does the resolution provide for the necessary 

expenses of this investigation? 
1\1r. HENRY of Texas. It does not include that, because that 

is left to the Committee on Accounts. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. MANN]. . 

The SPIM.KER. For what purpose does the gentleman from 
Illinois rise? -

Mr. l\:fAl\"'N. I ask for recognition. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas has the floor. 
Mr. HENRY of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from Illi-

nois. 
Mr. MANN. The Speaker started to put the question. 
Mr. HENRY of Texas. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. !i~"'N. The gentleman from Texas must either fish or 
cut bait. Ile can move the previous question or yield the 
floor. 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. I did not understand that the gentle
man desired any time. If he wants it, I will be glad to yield 
him some. There is no controversy, as I understand, about it. 

Mr. MANN. All I wish to do is to ask a question. 
Mr. HENRY of Texas. I shall be glad to yield for a ques

tion. 
l\Ir. MANN. But when the Speaker starts to put the ques

tion, and the previous question has not been ordered, of course 
any gentleman is entitled to recognition. Does this resolution 
do anything that is not now authorized by the rules, except 
the matter of subprenaing witnesses? 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. And authorizing the committees to 
sit during the recess of Congress and to go as far back in time 
as they may deem proper. I suppose they have that authority 
now. 

l\Ir. MANN. I think they have that authority under tllc 
rules. 

l\Ir. HENRY of Texas. I think so; but we thought there 
might be some question about it and we put it in the resolution. 
It is a unanimous report of the Committee on Rules, and we 
think we have got about all the matters in that should be 
included. 

Mr. MANN. Is one of the purposes of the resolution to lay 
a preamble for the bringing in of further resolutions for the 
appointment of clerks for these committees and to give tllem 
the power to print at the Government expense? 

:l\lr. HENRY of Texas. There is no purpose in view except 
what is expressed in the resolution; that is all that is intended 
by it. The committees have certain power to print now. 

l\Ir. ~fANN. I apprehend that it will be followed shortly by 
a resolution to provide clerks for these committees. 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. I am not advised as to that. 
:Mr. MANN. I suppose that is n part of the economy program. 
l\!r. l!-,ITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker--
The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Texas yield to 

the gentleman from New York? 
Mr. HENRY of Texas. I do. 
l\Ir. FITZGERALD. Docs the gentleman from Illinois 

imngine thnt these committees will be able to do any great 
amount of labor in investigating these departments for tlle last 
15 years without several clerks to do the work? In the last 
Congress, although these committees did no work at all, they 
all had session clerks. 

Mr. MANN. I notice that the gentleman from New York 
reported a resolution yesterday authorizing the appointment 
of seven or nine session clerks, some of which were employed 
heretofore by· committees that are now abolished. I suppose 
that is a part of the economy program. 

l\lr. FITZGERALD. If the gentleman from Texas will yield 
we will discuss that question when it is reached. 

l\Ir. MANN. If we get a chance. 
Mr. FITZGERALD. And we will be able to satisfy the 

country, if not the gentleman from Illinois, of the propriety 
of these clerks. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. MANN. You probably will be able to satisfy that side 
of the House that a little more patronage is to be distributed, 
but not the country tllat it is economy. [Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

l\lr. HENRY of Texas. Does tlle gentleman from Illinois de
sire to ask any further question? If not, Mr. Speaker, I will 
ask a- yote on the resolution. 

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to. 
On motion of Mr. HENRY of Texas, a motion to reconsider 

tlle vote whereby the resolution was agreed to was laid on tlle 
table. 

COMMITTEE ON INDUSTRIAL ARTS AND EXPOSITIONS. 

l\Ir. HEFLIN. Mr. Speaker--
The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise? 
Mr. HEFLIN. I ask unanimous consent for the present con-

sideration of the resolution which I send to the Clerk's desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

House resolution 112. 
Resolved, That the Committee on Industrial Arts and Expositions be 

authorized to have such printing and binding done as may be necessary 
for the transaction of its business during the Sixty-second Congress. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unnni· 
mous consent for the present consideration of the resolution 
just reported. Is there objection? 

l\lr. MANN. Reserving the right to object, my recollection is 
that this committee has enjoyed this privilege heretofore. 

Mr. HEFLIN. It has. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The rcso1ution was considered and agreed to. 

LEA YE OF .AnSENCE. 

Mr. GnAY, by unanimous .consent, was given lea.ve of absence 
on account of sickness. 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 

Ur. ·w1cKLIFFE, by unanimous consent, was given lea v-e to 
withdraw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, 
papers in the case of Robert L. Pruyn, Sixty-first Congress, no 
ad Yerse rePort lrn:dng been made thereon. 

RECIPROCITY WI1.'II CAN.ADA. 

llr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Spea.ker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (II. R. 
4.412) to promote reciprocal trade relations with Canada.. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 

Wl10le House on the state of the Union, with Mr. SHERLEY in 
the chair. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I now yield 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HonsoN]. 
. .cir .. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, this measure should be adopted 

for two general and fundamental reasons. First, because it is 
in line with e\olution, with the laws of progress, and the spirit 
of the times. Secondly, because it is a step in the reform of our 
fiscal and economic policies. 

Our generation has witnessed unprecedented progress in me
chanical science and in the mechanic arts, and the greatest 
progress of all has been in the domain of transportation. This 
progress lrns largely removed the physical barriers which sepa
rate the peoples of the earth. In every CftSD the bringing of 
peoples closer together, whether within the same nation or ·of dif
ferent nations, llas proved beneficial to · all concerned, verifying 
the lesson of all history that anything that promotes tlle 
friendly intercourse of peoples has been of general benefit. 
The full control of nature's forces through science can only 
come from the full <:ooperation of man. The widening realiza
tion of this great fact is speedily undermining the destroying 
spirit between men and nations and is bringing forth a new 
era for the whole world. In this era it will be realized by all 
tlillt it is uot necessary to harm others in order to help oneself; 
not necessary to kill others in order to live. The bird of prey 
is fast disappearing; the beast of prey has seen his day; the 
man of prey is fast being crushed; the business of prey is being 
uprooted; nations of prey are losing their commerce ruid their 
colonies. The real test for fitness to survi\e is no longer the 
might and brute force to destroy, but the capacity and williug
ness to <:oopcrate and to serve. The greatest among men is to 
be no longer the conqueror, but the scr,·ant of all. 

This great principle of cooperation and service should more 
and more dictate the policies of nations in their relations with 
ca.ell other. A nation should desire the prosperity and seek to 
promote the happiness of its neighbors, and the service rendered 
in such a spirit is sure to come back manyfold like bread cast 
upon tlle waters. It sounded like a chapter from medievali~m 
when the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CANNON] read from the 
speech of the Canadian premier of the advantages that would 
accrue to Canada f-rom reciprocity, and urged the advantages 
to Canada. as a reason why this bill should not be adopted by 
Amorica. It indicated the baleful effect of our h1gh-tariff wall 
policy upon the politienl education of our people, that this semi
sa \a;;e ar{;ument should have recciyed even the limited np
plause it did receive from Republicans. America, of n.11 nations 
in the world, should be the first, and not the last, to adopt 
toward other nations the policy of commercial as well as 
political ~ood will. As every other nation prospers, just so it 
will be able to afford and will consume more and more of the 
great world staples of which we are the foremost producer; 
" prosperity and progress for all other nations" should be the 
\ery foundation maxim for our foreign relations. It is not only 
true moral ethics, but also sound business policy. 

The Dominion of Canada and the United States have the 
longest contiguous frontier of ·any two peoples in the world-a 
frontier offering Jess of physical barrier than that offered by 
tllc :Mississippi River between the peoples on its east and west 
banks. The two peoples arc more closely bound by ties of 
blood and ties of institutions than any two peoples of the 
worlcl. The socio1ogicnl barriers are about as invisible as 
those between our peoples east of the Mississlppi River and 
those west of it or thoiEe north of the l\Iason and Dixon line and 
those south of it. Ilotll peoples look across the Atlantic to the 
nations of Europe and· across the Pacific to the nations of Asin. 

Both are marching alcmg parallel paths of destiny, and it was 
decreed at the foundation of the world that they should march 
hand in hand. 

Whom God and nature have. joined together would blinded 
rnnn put asnnder. The thought of m.aintaining a permanent 
artificial wall between these people is abhorrent. This treaty 
docs not go far enough, but it does begin the work of demoli
tion, and should be ratified. 

Tl.!e second fundamental reason why this measure should be 
nclopte<l is that it starts us in the direction of placing our in
dustries on a sound economic basis and of readjusting our 
fiscal policies. I will not at this juncture discuss the ques
tion of taxation, but will enunciate for the purpose of sug~ 
gestion this proposition-that the indirect system of taxation 
in this country must progressively give way to the direct 
system. The indirect system is fundamentally out of accord 
with ropublicnn institutions, for it practically eliminates the 
peo11lc from the control of taxation, as they never know or 
Tcalizc when they a.re being taxed, or how much they are 
being taxecl, or who amongst them is being most or least 
tnxe<l, or who is getting the tax money, whether the Gornrn
ment or special individuals or interests. It is true the indirect 
method is the easiest method of getting tax money, and all 
tllc monarchical governments of the world resort to it, as they 
rnise money without the people realizing it. But the very 
fnct that the money comes ea.sy nnd without the consciousness 
of the people, makes the governments less accountable to 
the people and tends to extravagance and even the use of the 
people's money to keep the yoke upon the people's neck. It 
is untenable to hold that the money necessary to maintain the 
Federal Government could not be raised by direct taxation. 
A patriotic people are willing to pay the money needed for a 
just and economical administration of a government which 
th~y themselves control. 

The qncstion of taxation lies deep in the body politic of every 
Nation. The power to tax becomes the power to govern, and 
is the greatest source of gain the worlc.1 has ever ~ecn. Such 
a i1ower slrnuld rest in the hands of the people. In a republic 
tlle people must regulate and control it, or special interests 
will seize it and threaten the Nation's prosperity and its 
liberties. Heretofore America bas adopted the indirect :::ystem 
for its Federal taxation, and as a consequence to-day we hnve 
a condition of Federal taxation about which the American 
people nrc ignorant behind our tariff wall. For every dollar 
of customs rcycnue that the Government collects to-day, it is 
estimated that private interests collect $7. No people would 
submit to such a system of taxation if they knew about it. 
'.rhis reciprocity bill is the first step along the path that will 
lead to the needed chnngc in our system of t.n.xation, a.nd it is 
n step toward placing our industries on a more permanently 
sound basis. 

The foundation for prosperity and greatness for a people of 
high industrial capacity is close access to nature's resources, 
from which to supply the means for subsistence and the ma
terials for manufacture. Throughout the opposition to this 
measure and to all reform of the tariff runs the fear that we 
can not compete with the people of other lands. 

Who a.re the American people that we should fear to accept 
competition with the world? 

The eloquent remarks of the distinguished gentleman from 
Illinois, lately the Speaker of this House [Mr. CANNO~]. on 
this floor yesterda.y give a complete answer. He stated that 
the people of the United States, about V2,000,000 in number, 
produce in agricultural products and in manufactured products, 
constituting the two great classes of products, about as much 
as the W-.:10,000,000 of the peoples of Europe. He also stated that 
wo spend for the education of the American people four and 
one-half tenths, nearly half the money spent for education in 
all the world. 

Prof. William G. Clnrk, a· noted economist, estimates that the 
annual output of the average American producer is $2,450 
worth of wealth n ~ear; the a\ernge for the Canadian is $1,45'6; 
the average for the Australian is $900; for the Frcnchma.n, 
$G4.0; for the Englisllman, $55'6; for the German, $4GO; which 
gir-es the American a ratio of more than five times the produc
tiveness of the average German, more than four times the pro
ductiveness of the average Englishman, more than three and a 
half times the productiveness of the average Frenchman, two 
and a hnlf times the productiveness of the ayerage Australia.n, 
and more than one and a half times the productiveness of the 
average Canadian. . 

To maintain and even increase this relatively great industrial 
capacity of our people we shou1d not only continue to develop 
our educational system, particuJnrly for the masses of our 
people who only reach elementary grades, turning our atten-
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tion in these grades to inclustrial instruction, but we shonld 
bring in a wider market and keener competition. Our great 
industries should no . louger be confined to the home market 
ancl relie•ed of competition, but should get the discipline of 
unin~rsnl competition and should conquer the great markets of 
the whole world and escape the wide fluctuations of booms ant'.l 
depret=sions that are inevitable with a single market. Being 
sure of the industrial capacity of our people, the supreme con
sideration for our statesmen is to furnish them access to the 
natural resources of the world. For the unde•eloped lands of 
the world our trne policy is equal opportunity guaranteed by 
the "open-door policy," fair chance for all, colonization ancl 
political control by none. Toward the occupied and developed 
lands of the world our true policy is reciprocity. The most 
important people of all with whom we should have reciprocity 
are the people of Canaua, whose products are largely supple
mental to our own, who possess boundless resources within the 
shortest distances along natural lines of communication. 

It seems almost incredible that any sensible man could 
maintnin that having access to these •ast and new resources 
would ha.rm the American people. Under such a theory the 
great domain of the Western Reserve should never have been 
opened up for fear of adverse effects upon New England and 
the Atlantic seaboard.. Under such a theory it was a gra.-ve 
mistake to open the vast stretch of country beyond the Mis
sissippi River, a fatal mistake to make the Louisiana purchase, 
the Florida purchase, the Gadsden and Alaska purchases. 
Under the same theory it was fatal to the people of Kansas 
that Oklahoma was opened up; it is .a fatal mistake for us 
to proceed with the extension of irrigation and the reclamation 
of arid regions of the West and Southwest. 

The facts are that in every case the opening up of new re
sources not only built up the new country, but added to the 
prosperity of the older sections. 

It is semiludicrous to hear such Members as the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL] pleading the ca.use of the 
American farmer. The chief opposition to this measure does 
not come from the consistent friends of the farmer, but from 
the apostles of a high prohibitive tariff, who in their zeal for 
the manufacturer have always fought the farmers. [Applause 
on tlie Democratic side.] If you analyze the motive behind 
the limited but desperate resistance to this measure you will 
find that it comes from those who fear to let the levee of high 
protection be broken even by a crawfish hole, and their fear is 
well grouncled. This reciprocity treaty is the first real break 
in the lewe of high protection. It will be followed by other 
breaks in rapid succession, and will lead to the revision of our 
fiscal policies and the placing of our industries on a sound 
economic basis by giving us, through a widening policy of 
reciprocity, a wider access to the natural resources of this 
hemisphere, and by giyin~ our industries the discipline of com
petition and the conquest of the markets of the world. 

1\Ir. Chairman, I do not intend at this juncture to discuss at 
length the unsound position in which our inuustries have been 
placed by the persistence of the policy of high protection. I 
will only point out what must be clear to anyone with a 
knowledge of human nature, that an industry getting the large 
profits within a high protective wall will not be interested in 
the business of world's markets beyond, where the profits under 
competition are comparatively small. Instead of going out for 
the larger markets, the men controlling the industry will spend 
most of their time stifling competition at home, so as to gain 
full benefit of these tariff walls. After filling the home market 
the industry stops developing. For more than 10 years the 
industries of America have been hampered in their develop
ment. With our great natural resources supplying the raw 
materials and the power, and with the wonderful skill and 
adaptability of our people, our industries ought to have gone 
out these last 10, 12, or 15 yea.rs to the conquest of the markets 
of the world. The profits on a single article would have been 
smaller but the volume of business would have been much 
greater. The industries would have grown beyond anything in 
their experience, while the whole American people would have 
gotten the benefit of lower cost of living. They would have 
required vastly more laborers and the increased demand for 
labor would ha-ve raised the price of wages far beyond the 
preEent level. The astounding fallacy is advanced that this 
policy of continued high ,protection has been adopted for the 
protection of American labor, when in all the legislation on the 
books of the land you will not find one clause imposing a tariff 
on the importation of labor. [.Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

Labor is the one thing in this country that has never re
ceived the real consideration of the priest of high protection. 
[.Applause on the Democratic side.] On the contrary, the evi-

dence is full and complete that vast interests getting the benefit 
of the high tariff wall, and relieved of competition themselves, 
are the very agencies that have encouraged, if they have not 
sub8i<lized, the influx of vast hordes of labor from Europe all 
on the free list. They ha-ve encouraged the sending over of the 
chenvest labor of Europe. They have gathered up the paupers 
in the highways and byways, and, dumping them on our shores, 
they did not guide them to the fields in need of cultivation, but 
directed their footsteps to the mine and the factory, and there 
the pauper labor of Europe has stood upon the neck and shoul
der of American labor. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

I have been accused of being afraid of other nations in be
half of my own country. I have studied America in compari
EOn with other nations, and our civilization in comparison with 
theirs, and two great facts stand out. First, the · weakness of 
our civilization, a weakness shown by every Republic since the 
world began, is the lack of preparation for military defense. 
Secondly, the strength of our civilization is economic, and lies 
in our commercial and industrial productiveness. 

In what is being added to the increase of the world's wealth 
by industrial labor, America to-day is adding the equivalent ot 
almost all of the rest of the world combined. We need never 
fear for our country in a fair competition in the markets of the 
world. The American who can produce four times as much 
as any man in the world need not fear the labor competition 
of the pauper. I will tell these gentlemen who plead for 
.American labor that an American unarmed can not meet even 
a pauper armed. We need not fear for our country in the 
domain of its irresistible commercial and industrial strength, 
but our concern should be to safeguard the Nation in the line 
of its great weakness, lack of measures for defense. Our con
cern should be to see to it that our American man of peace who 
goes unarmed has a fnir chance in the markets of the world, 
and is allowed to continue unmolested his peaceful productive
ness which places him beyond the competition of all of the 
rest of the people of the earth. The true, sound, and wise 
policy for us to pursue at this juncture is to try to insure 
that this peaceful civilization of ours shall not be interfered · 
with in its progress by the military power that others have 
prepared, though wenker in resources, and then, to lay the 
foundation for a permanent industrial greatness through the 
further educational development of our people, through the dis
cipline of competition in the markets of the world, and through 
access to the great natural resources and the markets of the 
world. And this would dictate the adoption of this resolution. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

The CHAIRl\I.AN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to 

the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DoREi.rus] . 
Mr. DOREMUS. Mr. Chairman, I desire at this time to ex

press to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] my 
appreciation of this opportunity to say a few words upon the 
pending question. As a new Member of this House, conscious 
of my inability to add anything new to this discussion, I am 
loath either to occupy your time or ask for your indulgence. 
:My only excuse is that I represent a constituency that is per
haps interesteu more directly in this measure than any other 
community in the United States. 

The district I have the honor to represent is practically 
unanimous for the passage of the pending measure. The city 
of Detroit, with a population of 465,000 people, is perhaps more 
directly and vitally interested in the ratification of this agree
ment than any other community in the United States. Our 
manufacturers, wholesalers, retailers, and laboring classes gen
erally, with complete unanimity, a.re asking for ~reer comn;iercial 
intercourse with Canada. The people of Detroit are an mtelli
gent people; they ha-ve given careful and earnest consicleration 
to this question. They do not ask for Canadian reciprocity 
solely because they believe it will benefit them, but because it 
will prove an advantage to the entire country. They recognize 
it as a national and not a local question. They are intell1gent 
enough to realize the community of interest that exists between 
the city and the farm'. If they believed the ratification of the 
proposed agreement would seriously affect the great agricul
tural classes they would not favor it. In sh?rt, they understand 
that the prosperity of agriculture is essential to the happiness 
and contentment of all our people. · 

The city of Detroit is but 2,600 feet away from our Canadian 
neighbors. It is estimated by the immigration authorities that 
about 3,500 people from Windsor, Walkerville, and Sandwich cross 
the Detroit River daily and earn their livelihood in Detroit It 
is also estimated that about 1,400 Detroit people cross the river 
each day and earn their livelihood upon the Canadian side. 
The freest thing that crosses and recrosses that great a rtery 
of ·commerce is labor, and with free t rade in labor we feel that 
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we have a right to insist upon free trade in the products of 
labor. [.Applause on the Democratic side.] 

I wish to advert to the statements made by enemies of reci
procity on the Canadian side that this measure is merely the 
forerunner of annexation. If there is any sentiment in this 
country in firvor of annexation with Canada it ought to be 
found in Detroit; but it can not be discovered there, because 
it does not exii:;t. This talk of annexation is inspired merely 
for the purpose of frightening the people of Canada and defeat
ing the ratification of the pro11osed reciprocal agreement. 

l\fuc:h has been said upon this floor of the disaster that will 
overtake the farmers if this measure becomes a law. Much has 
been said of the e1il effects of opening our markets to Canadian 
wheat, grown, as the opponents of this measure tell us, u11on 
cheap land by cheap labor. To my mind these fears are un
founded. I have always believed, and believe now, that when 
a country pro<luces more of a given commodity than it can 
consume the suri1lus must find a market abroad and the price 
abroad will regulate the price at home. If this be true, it 
matters not, so far as the effect upon our market is concerned, 
whether Canadian wheat is grown upon cheap land or dear 
land. Both the United States and Canada produce a surplus 
of wlleat which must be sold abroad. The Canadian surplus 
meets the American surplus in the markets of Liverpool and 
London. Does anybody in these markets ever inquire whether 
this or that particular wheat was grown upon cheap lan<l or 
dear land; by cheap labor or dear labor? [.Applause on the 
Democratic side.] · In many of the counties of Michigan you 
may find farms valued at $50 per acre and farms valued at $100 
per acre. The wheat grown upon each of tllese farms is hauled 
to the same market and sold at the same price. 

In considering the price of wheat we are considering a world
wi.de proposition. If my position is correct, the importation to
morrow of every busllel of Canadian wheat into the United 
~tates would not break the American market. There would be 
the same number of bushels of wheat and the same number of 
mouths to feeu. The abnormal demand created in Canada by 
the withdrawal of her wheat would maintain the price here. 
The farmer does not fix the price of his wheat. He does not 
figure the iuterest on his investment, the cost of seed and labor, 
and say to the consumer, "You may have it for so much." The 
price of wheat is fixed by the Jaw of supply and demand, and 
speculation is the only thing that can interfere with the opera
tion of tllat law. A tariff upon wheat benefits no one except 
the gambler who would "corner" his country's supply of wheat. 
[Applause.] 

The distinguished gentleman from Michigan [:Mr. HAMIL
TON], for whom I have the highest respect, and whose popular
ity at home is attested by his long-continued service here, con
tended that the tariff upon wheat raised the price. With much 
eloquence he declared that he was opposed to farming " on 
shares " with Canada and selling the surplus abroad. I think 
perhaps the gentleman's argument is influenced somewhat by 
en1ironment and force of habit. I have lived all my life among 
Michigan Republicans. Knowing them as I do, and having wit
nessed the regularity with which they roll up their 100,000 
majority at every election, I am convinced that they are op
posed to doing anything on shares. He declared in the course 
of his eloquent speech that as the Canadian farmers paid noth
ing to support our schools and build our highways and bridges, 
they should be forced to contribute something to maintain the 
Government when they availed themselves of our markets. If 
the gentleman is correct when he says the tariff upon wheat 
raises the price, it may be pertinent to inquire who does 
the contributing, the Canadian producer ·of wheat or the 
American consumer of bread? [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

If the opponents of this measure are right and the tariff does 
actually raise the price of wheat, it ought not to be imposed. A 
high price for wheat means a high price for flour, a high price 
for flour means a high price for bread, and, Mr. Chairman, a 
tax on bread is a crime against humanity. The loaf is small 
enough now. Had I the power I would make it larger instead 
of smaller. 

While the ratification of this agreement will not and can not 
lower the price of wlleat, it will, in my judgment, have a tend- . 
ency to reduce the cost of living, especially in the towns and 
cities adjacent to the Canadian border. I certainly hope so. 
At certain seasons of the year, and when market conditions are 
favorable, we ought to be able to get more butter, more eggs, 
more potatoes, more poultry, more vegetables. In the consid
eration of this question we ought to look conditions squarely in 
the face. It was but a few years ago when the farmers consti
tuted one-half our population. To-day they constitute but one
third. Population has been centralizing in the large industrial 

centers, and this country to-day is short on food and long on 
manufnctnres. What we need is more food. and a broader mar
ket. I am in favor of tllis measure because I believe it will 
ha.Ye a tendency to give us both. [Applause.] 

The distinguished gentleman from l\laine [Mr. HINDS], -in the 
course of one of the most scholarly speeches on this question 
to which it has been my good fortune to listen, declared that 
the farm was a home as distinguished from a factory. I 
think that is true. The American farm is the finest home upon 
which the sun shines-and the American farmer is the most 
independent man within the confines of the two oceans. In all 
bis experience he has never felt the pangs of hunger, and never 
will. With his broad, fertile acres he is never called upon to 
worry over where the next meal is coming from for his wife 
and his children. I do not believe the time will ever come in 
this country when, in order to make one-third of our population 
prosperous and contented, it will be necessary to visit priva
tion and want upon the remaining two-thirds. If so, there is 
something fundamentally wrong with our industrial and social 
system. 

Free trade has made the United States a great manufacturing 
:rnd agricultural Nation. More commerce passes through the 
Detroit River in eight months than enters and clears the ports 
of New York, Boston, Liverpool, and Glasgow in an entire year. 
If you seek the great contdbuting cause of this · country's 
marvelous growth, you will find it in that provision of the 
Federal Constitution which guarantees free trade between the 
States. What reasons exist for freedom of commerce between 
the States which can not be urged with equal force for freedom 
of commerce between the United States and Canada? To my 
mind there is no more excuse for a commercial barrier between 
these two countries than there is for a commercial barrier 
between Ohio and Michigan or between the upper and lower 
peninsulas of :Michigan. [.Applause.] 

This measure would benefit the American farmer by enlarg
ing the market for many of his products. Canada is not, and 
neyer will be, a great fruit-producing country. For the year 
ending March 31, 1910, we sold to Canada u0,000 barrels of 
apples against a tariff of 40 cents per barrel. We sold her 
peaches to the amount of 4,797,000 pounds against a tariff of 
$1 per 100 pounds. We sold her quinces, apricots, and pears 
to the amount of 4,941,000 pounds against a tariff of 50 cents 
per 100 pounds. We sold her cherries to the amount of 318,680 
pounds against a tariff of 2 cents per pound. We sold her 
clover and timothy seed to the amount of $748,742 against a 
tariff of 10 per cent ad valorem. With the tariff against these 
and other products removed we would be able to sell Canada 
much more. 

Some gentlemen on the other side are worrying over the 
future of the bean growers of this country if this measure 
should become a law. The total Canadian bean c1~op for 1D09 
was 1,324,600 bushels. Why, l\1r. Chairman, the State of Michi
gan alone raises annually five times this quantity of beans. 
The prouuction of beans in Canada is so small, compared with 
our own production, that the farmer has little to fear on that 
score. 

'l'he distinguished gentleman from Michigan [.l\Ir. FOBDNEY], 
whose judgment I would be willing to accept on almost any 
question except the tariff, is much worried over the fate that 
will befall the hay producers of this country in the event this 
reciprocity agreement is ratified. He fears the Canadians will 
be able to flood our markets with cheap bay. Let us consider 
the hay question for a moment. In 1909 the Canadian farmers 
produced 11,877,100 .tons of hay and sold it at an average price 
of $11.14 per ton. In 1909 the total American yield was 
64,938,000 tons, the product selling at an average price of $10.62 
per ton. In 1908 the total Canadian yield was 11,450,000 tons, 
selling at an average price of $9.96 per ton. In the United 
States the total yield for that year was 70,798,000 tons, selling 
at an average price of $8.08 per ton. :M:y authority for these 
statements are the Canada Yearbook for 1909 and the Sta
tistical Abstract of the United States for 1D09. It would not 
appear from these figures that the American hay producer 
would be in any immediate danger from ruin by Canadian com
petition. In this connection I wish to direct attention to the 
fact that progressive American farmers to-day are not raising 
hay for the market, but are feeding it to their stock, and thus 
putting it back upon the ~and. They have learned by experi
ence that they can make more money by this process than by 
selling their hay. 

Reciprocity with Canada is no experiment. Under the reci
procity treaty of 1854 both manufactures and agriculture .pros
pered as they never did before. In 1854, the year the treaty 
was ratified, our exports to Canada were $15,533,101. In 1862 
they had increased to $25,173,157. In 1854 Canada sold to us 
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to the a.mount of $8,G49,002. In 1862 she sold us to the amount 
of $15,06'3,730-a balance of trade in our favor for that year 
of over $10,000,000. In 1858, the year before the treaty, our 
imports from the Provinces were $7,550,718, and our exports 
tllereto were $13,140,042--a balance in our favor of less tha.n 
$6,000,000. Tho change was so great in 1855, the year ufter 
the treaty, that our exports increase to $27,806,020, or more than 
double those of 1853. As our imports in 1855 from the Prov
inces were $15,136,784, the balance of trade in our !avor was 
$12,600,000, or more than we ever sold to Canada before in any 
slngJe year, except one. 

Ur. Chuirma.n, if this measure will increase the Nation's sup
ply of food, it ought to be passed without delay. [Applause.] 
The millions who reside in our large cities are entitled to some 
relief from existing conditions. They are at the mercy of the 
g-reat trusts that stifle competition and fix the price of nearly 
o•ory item of human necessity. They buy their cotton goods at 
prices fixed by the Cotton Goods Trust; woolen goods at prices 
fixed by the Woolen Goods Trust; hosiery at prices fixed by 
the Hosiery Trust; products of iron and steel at prices fixed 
by the Iron and Steel Trust; rubber goods at prices fixed by 
the Rubber Trust; meats at prices fixed by the Meat Trust. 
They work for wages fixed by the Jaw of supply and demand 
and buy the plainest necessities of life in a restricted market 
controlled to a largo extent by these great combinations. Rap
idly advancing prices ha•e so decreased the purchasing power 
of a dollar during recent years that the struggle for existence 
has become a particularly hard one. 

.Mr. Chairman, I belie•e the days of high protection in this 
country are almost numbered. Henry Clay, the ablest apostle 
of protection in American history, entered the Senate of the 
United States in 1806, and for 30 years contended that the 
Government should protect by tariff legislation our young nnd 
growing industries. He never contemplated, however, that a 
high protecthe tariff would be imposed forever. He believed 
that tho time would come when our manufacturing industries 
would be upon ari independent footing and be able to defend 
themselrns successfully against foreign competition. In 1832 
he introduced a tariff biJl which provided for a gradual reduc
tion of duties until 1842, by which time he estimated that the 
tariff would be upon a revenue basis, or an average ad valorem 
duty of about 20 per cent. Imagine his surprise, could he re
turn to earth, upon learning that the so-called stand-pat ele
ment of the RepubJica.n Party, masquerading as the friends of 
American labor nnd assuming to be advocates of the principle 
for whicli he contended nearly a hundred years ago, had suc
ceeded in fastening upon this country a tariff largely in ex
cess of that for which he contended when our industries were 
young. 

Protection as represented by the Payne-Aldrich bill is an 
instrument of oppression and a badge of dishonesty. It fetters 
legitimate business, curtails the world's markets for our prod
ucts, burdens the consuming millions, and robs labor of its 
honest reward. It was not designed to protect American labor. 
It was designed to gh-e to the American manufacturing and 
producing trusts an advantage to which they are I;lOt entitled, 
nnd by which they are to-day plundering the American people. 
(Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Let us pass the pending measure and relieve, if we can, the 
oppressive conditions that burden our great industrial classes. 
Why continue to legislate against trade, the only thing that 
cn~r made a nation industriaJJy or financially great? The time 
has gone by when the American people can live by trading 
among themselves. The much-vaunted home-market theory of 
~O yea.rs ago will not do to-day. The great need of the present 
is a larger market for our surplus products. It is said that 
our cotton mills can turn out in six or seven months enough 
goods to supply the American people for a year. The surplus 
must find a market abroad or the mills will close. The pros
perity of this country is dependent upon the prosperity of other 
countries. Strike down, if you please, one-third or one-quarter 
of the manufacturing industries of England and Oontinental 
Europe and the fires will die out in our own furnaces and the 
American farmers' surplus will go a begging in the markets of 
the world. 

Let us abandon the policy of exclusion and retaliation and 
usher in the spirit of pence, commerce, and friendly trade rela
tions with our neighbors. [Applause.] 

Mr. McCALL. I yield 25 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [:Mr. N'EEDIIA:ll]. 

Mr. :NEEDHAM. Mr. Chairman, I propose in the time allotted 
me to confine myself strictly to the concrete proposition which 
is now before this body. This is a bill to promote reciprocal 
trade relations with the Dominion of Gana.du.. Under the terms 

of the Payne Tariff .A.ct the maximum tariff of the United States 
would have become effective against Canada on April 1, 1010, un
less prior to that time the President of the United States had pro
claimed that the Canadian tariff did not discriminate against the 
United States. It should l>e remembered that the last tariff bill 
as it passed the House provided for a maximum and minimum 
tariff, and that all countries should be entitled to our minimum 
tariff, and the maximum tariff was to lJ.o applied onJy to countries 
that practiced tariff discrimination against the United States. 
The Senate, however, amended the theory of the maximum and 
minimum provision so that the maximum tariff should be ap
plied to all counh·ies unless the President of the United States 
should be satisfied, and so proclaimed, that no undue discrimina
tion existed in the tariff of any country against the United 
States. The difference between the House bill and the Senato 
bill in this regard was radical, and, in my humble judgment, the 
position of the House upon the question was more consistent 
with our theory of the tariff than the position of the Senate. 
Howe•er, the adoption of the conference report on the last 
tariff bill carried with it the adoption of the Senate provision 
in regard to the maximum and minimum tariff. 

The negotiations between the Dominion of Canada and the 
United States, with a •iew of giving the former the benefit of 
the minimum tariff rates of our law, offered an opportunity for 
tho Presiclent of the United States to indicate to the representa
tives of Canada the wiJiingness of the administration to take 
up the question of an agreement between the two countries for 
reciprocal trade relations between them. I am convinced that 
tlie President, in making this suggestion to the representatives 
of C:mada, acted in conformity with the overwhelming public 
sentiment of the people of the United States. I am convinced 
that, disregarding all selfish interests and looking at the ques
tion from the broad standpoint of national policy, the President 
of the United States in taking the initiative in negotiating nnd 
in consummating a trade agreement with our neighbor, Canada, 
which provides mutual trade advantages, rendered a service 
which will stand out as a conspicuous accomplishment of his 
ndministrntian. [Applause.] 

In prophesying the effect upon the commerce between the two 
countries which the ratification of the pending agreement will 
have we have the record of the years between 1854 ancl 1866, 
when the Elgin-Marcy reciprocity treaty was in force. Notwith
standing that during the greater portion of that period tho 
growth of our commerce with all countries, owing to the Civil 
War, was necessariJy seriously interrupted, yet the record of 
the increase of trade between Canada and the United States 
under this reciprocity treaty is indisputable. The opponents 
of the present legislation have intimated that the abrogation 
of the Elgin-Marcy treaty in 1866 was due to a depressing effect 
upon certain American interests by reason of Canadian compe
tition. 1 think, however, that a fair consideration of the ques
tion will lead the unbiased mind to the conclusion that the chief 
factor which led to the abrogation of that tre..'lty in the year 
1866 was because of the attitude of Great Britain toward the 
United States during the Civil War. It can hardly be disputed 
that the intense antipathy of the people of the United States 
toward Great Britain and Canada because of the attitude of 
the British Empil'e town.rd the United States during tho Civil 
War contributed JargeJy to the abolition of this treaty, and thus 
marked a historical step backward in the trade relations be
tween tho two countries. 

The agreement with Canacln. now before us is more compre
hensive than the Elgin-Marcy treaty and includes commodities 
of yarious classes. 

Briefly speaking, the provisions of tho agreement now pending 
may be summarized as follows : 

First. Reciprocal free lists on leading primary food products, 
such ns wheat and other grain; dairy products; fresh fruits 
and vegetables; eggs and poultry; fish, cattle and sheep, and 
live animals; and tin plate. Also certain commodities now 
free in one country are to be made free by the other, for in
stance: Cotton-seed oil will go free into Canada, and rough 
lumber will come free into the United States. Barbed-wire 
fencing is to be admitted free into the United States. 

Second. Mutual reduced identical rates on secondary food 
products, such as fresh meats, canned meats, bacon and hams, 
1ard and lard compounds, canned yegetables, cere..'1.ls, and other 
foodstuffs partly manufactured. · 

Third. Mutual reduced rates on a Iist of manufactured com
modities, including motor vehicles, cutlery, clocks and watches, 
sanitary fixtures, satchels and leather goods, p1~to glass, hrnss 
band instruments, printing ink, and miscc11nneons articles. 
Under this head, also, Canadian duties on agricultural imple
ments are reduced to the pre~ent United States rates. 
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Fourth. On certain commodities special rates by each coun
try are made, as, for example, Canada reduces her duty on 
coal and cement, while the United States reduces its duties on 
iron ore, dressed lumber, aluminum products, and so forth. 

In order to get a comprehensive idea of the effect of the 
agreement in a broad sense, it is necessary to refer somewhat 
briefly to statistics and figures. 

Tl.le following statistics and figures are taken by me from a 
speech delivernd by John Dall Osborne, Chief of the Bureau of 
Trade Relations, Department of State, before the_ Economic 
Club of Portland, Me., on March 15 last, and they show that 
the present foreign trade of the Dominion of Canada amounts 
to $635,000,000, of whicll the imports are >alued at $375,800,000 
and tlle exports at $279,200,000; exactly 50 per cent, or one-hnlf 
of the total trade of Canada, to wit, $327.700.000, is with tbe 
United States, while 36 per cont, or $234,800,000, is with tlle 
United Kingdom, the bal::mce of the trade being with other 
countries. 

Of the total importations into Canada just giyen above, and 
amounting to $375,800,000, the United States furnishes $223,-
500,000, or 59.4 per cent, of the total imports into that country; 
the United Kingdom imports 25.3 per cent, amounting to $05,-
800,000; the balance of the imports are from other countries. 

Of the total Canadian exports Great Britain and the United 
Kingdom receive approximately one-half, or $139,500,000; the 
United Stutes comes next, with 37.3 per cent, amounting to 
$104,200,000; while the balance goes to various countries. 

A study of our foreign markets shows that the Dominion of 
Canada stands third as a foreign market for the exports of 
the United States, being in this respect surpassed only by tlle 
United Kingdom and Germany. However, as a source of our 
imports Canada stands sixth, being surpassed by fiye countries, 
namely, the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Cuba, and 
Brazil. 

These statistics show tlie great import:mce of our trnde with 
the Dominion of Canada. The showing is remnrkab1e when we 
consider both the highly protective and the pre'ferential fen
tures of the Canadian customs tariff. Since 18D7 Cnnuda llas 
had highly protective rates, . a.ud at the same time has had 
preferential tariffs to the mother country and conventionnl 
tariffs with other countries, which have undoul.Jtedly hampered 
the freedom of commerce between Canada and the Uniteu 
States. 

The preferential rates which Canada offered to the mother 
country in 1897 were, first, a flat rebate of 12.5 per cent. This 
preferential rate was increased in 18D8 to 25 per cent and then 
again in 1900 to 33.33 per cent in favor of the mother country, 
and has averaged about that rate since. Notwithstanding these 
preferences, the commerce of the United States with Canada 
has constantly grown, and, with the removal of the IJarriers 
provided for in the pending agreement, I am satisfied that the 
growth of commerce between the two countries will be by lenps 
and bounds. [Applause.] If the commerce of the United States 
with Canada has actually increased as statistics show, and 
we have, in fact, a greater share in the markets of Canada than 
the mother country, who can predict the share in that commerce 
which the United States would obtain ~hould the agreement 
under consideration be enacted into law? [Applause.] 

I said a moment ago that the United States now furnishes 
50.4 per cent of the total imports into Canada and the United 
Kingdom 25.3 per cent. In 1884 England furnished approxi
mately 40 per cent of the Canadian imports, while the United 
States at that time furnished between 46 and 47 per cent. In 
other words, the percentage share of England in the imports of 
Canada decreased, notwithstanding the preferential tariffs 
granted, from approximately 40 per cent of the total imports 
in 1884 to approximately 25 per cent in 1910, while during the 
same period, notwithstanding the highly protective tariff of 
Canada, the percentage share of the United States in the im
ports of Canada. increased from approximately 46 or 47 per cent 
in 1884 to nearly GO per cent in 1910. 

These extraordinary, striking figures, under the conditions, 
demonstrate the enormous advantage and value of our com
merce with Canada, and they clearly indicate that the mutual 
adrnnt::tges to the two countries will be of incalculable benefit to 
each when freer trade relations, such as is contemplated by the 
agreement under consideration, are made a reality. 

The large and important commerce which the United States 
now enjoys with the Dominion of Canada, notwithstanding the 
tariff barriers between the two countries and the preferential 
convention tariffs granted by Canada to other nations, justifies 
the belief tbnt with the removal of these barriers to the extent 
provided in tlle agreement which we are now considering the 
commerce will be enormously augmented to the mutual ad
vantage of both countries. 

The policy of reciprocity has been a subject that has come 
before the American people frequently. I can not recall of a 
proposal for reciprocity with any country within recent years 
but what has met with violent opposition. A study of our vari
ous reciprocity agreements which have been presented for con
sideration fails to disclose with any degree of accuracy that 
they lla ve been based upon any definite policy; that is, it can 
not be accurately stated that the reciprocity agreements here
tofore negotiated by Republican Presidents have been confined 
to noncompeting products. Certainly all of the reciprocity 
treaties negotiated by the McKinley administration and known 
as the "Kasson treaties" pro-vided for reciprocity in competing 
articles. I have a very vivid" memory of these treaties, because 
they were pending for ratification at the time I entered Con
gress, 12 years ago. A large number of these treaties ruthlessly 
sacrificed many important California industries, and I had 
ocension to study their terms with a considerable degree of 
care, and pride myself that to some extent I had something to 
do with tlleir defeat. To declare, therefore, as it has been done 
on this floor during the consideration of this agreement, that 
McKinley stood only for reciprocity in noncompeting articles 
is certainly not historically true, if we are to consider, as we 
must. that he approved of the acts of bis own administration. 
It seems to me that the conclusion which every fair-minded 
man must reach is thnt the only sa."fe way in considering reci· 
'procily agreements is to consider each agreement by itself. In 
otber words, each reciprocity agreement must stand alone. 

The lnngunge of McKinley, in bis last Buffalo address, in no 
sense bears out the assertion that he was opposed to reciprocity 
in competing products. I quote the gist of that speech: 

A system which provides a mutual exchange of commoclities-n 
mutual exchange-is manifestly essential to the continued and healthful 
growth of our export trade. 

We must not repose in fancied security that we can forever sell every
thing and buy little or nothing. If such a thing were possible, it would 
not be best for us or for those with whom we deal. We should take 
from our customers such of their products as we can use without harm 
to our industries ancl labor. 

Hcciprocity is the natural outgrowth of our wonderful industrial 
deYelopment under the domestic policy now firmly established. What 
we produce beyond our domestic consumption must have a vent abroad. 
The excess must be relieved through a foreign outlet, and we should 
sell everywhere we can and buy wherever the buying will enlarge our 
sales and productions, and thereby make a greater demand for borne 
labor. 

The period of exclus iveness is past. The expansion of our trade and 
commerce is the pr ss ing problem. Commercial wars are unprofitable. 
A policy of good will and friendly trade relations will prevent reprisals. 
Reciprocity treatieR are in harmony wit_h the spirit of the times; 
measm·es of retaliation are not. 

If perchance some of our tarill's are no longer needed for revenue or 
to encourage and protect our industries at home, why should they not 
be employed to extend and promote our markets abroad? 

Mr. Chairman, whatever may ha>e been the position of the 
Republican Party in tlle past, and whatever may have been the 
real sentiments of McKinley and the other great leaders of the 
party upon the question of reciprocity, it seems to me that at 
this time there is no occasion for division of sentiment upon 
this question because the Republican Party, in its last natioI\ul 
com·ention, which is the last authoritative declaration of the 
pnrty upon the subject, and should therefore be the guide of 
the party, made a definition of the policy of protection, when, in 
substance, it declared that the tariff should be limited for the 
purposes of protection to the difference between the cost of 
production in this country and the cost of production abroad, 
with a reasonable profit to the American producer. 

I am willing, Mr. Chairman, that my vote for or against the 
pending measure shall be determined by the principle of the 
last Republican national platform. [Applause.] If anyone 
can convince me that the difference in the cost of production of 
any of the articles mentioned in the pending agreement is sub
stantially less in Canada than the cost of the production of the 
same articles in this country, then I should feel that under the 
definition of protection in the last national platform, as a 
Republican, I was bound to vote against the measure. But 
my study of the agreement and the ev"ldence submitted con
vinces my mind tbnt there is no substantial difference. I agree 
with President Taft, who said in his speech at Springfield, Ill., 
on February 11 last. 

The conditions of production and of manufacture in the United 
States and Canada are substantially the same. Wages may dHrer 
in one part of Canada from another part, just as wages differ in dif
ferent States in this country, but taken by and large, the character of 
the laborers, their intelligence and their skill, and the price paid them 
per unit of work, are not substantially less in Canada than they are 
in this country. • • • With that in view, still adhering loyally 
and sincerely to the principles of protection where it is needed to main
tain our important industries. I did not hesitate to give the widest 
latitude to the Secretary of State and the commissioners who repre
sented this country in offering to Canada a reduction of duties on goods 
and products coming into this country from Canada in consideration 
of the establishment of the same duty, or freedom from duty, on similar 
goods going into Canada. 
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After having made several visits to Canada myself I .am con
vinced that the advantage is witll the producer in the United 
·States in competition witll his competitor Jn Canada, genero.Dy 
_spc:iking. The long, sevcu'e winters of Canada, the distance of 
_the Canadian producer from the consuming centers .of popula
tion, ,place u handicap .upon the Canadllin that greatly inures 
to the bencfi-t of hi:s American competitor. Of .course .there may 
.be .exceptions to this rule, but I am satisfied that, speaking 
.broacUy._, the -cost j}er unit of J.1l'Oduction of the competing articles 
:l)rovi<.J.ed for in the .,agreement under consideration are at Jen.Rt 
no greater, if not less-and, in my opinion, less-than in 
Canada, and in this view the report of -the _Tariff Board, set 
io-rth in -Senate Document .No. 849, Sixty-first Congress, third 
.session, is a substantial c0nfirmatfon. 

.l\fr. DALZE-LL. Will the ·gentleman permit me to ask ·him 
n question? 

Mr. NEEDHAM. Cerfa.inly~ 
l\k DALZELL. I wish to ask the gentleman whether or not 

this rnea-sm~e conforms, .so far as paper is -concerned, with the 
last Repablicun plntf-orm ! 

~.fr. NEEDHAM. I think it does. 
l\Ir. DALZELL. You think ther,e is no difference between the 

cost -0f making paper in ·Canada .a.nd in this country? 
1\1r . .NE-EDIL.U.f. I think .the:re is no substantial difference. 
Ur. DALZELL. Oh, no substantial difference ! 
Ur. NEEDHAJ.\I. The report -of the boanl, .however, is be

fore the Congress, and Members can determine it for thernseh·es, 
but .my .study of the agreement and of this evidence convinces 
me that there ls no ,substantial difference. 

I find guite a few of the Members of this House who arc 
.now violently opposed to t'hc vending agreement on the grouncl 
that it ..i:s an .abandonment of the policy of protection were 
very substantial promoters and sponsors in passing through 
this House the Jegis1ation uecessm-y to provide for reciprocity 
with Cuba. How the gentlemen .referred to can reconcile their 
.action is quite n. mystery to me. Who will pretend that the 
labor conditions in Cuba are in any sense equal to our own, 
or that they in nny degree appron.cll the labor conditions ill 
Canada? I opposed with what little ability I possessed the 
legislation providing -f.or reciprocity with -Cuba, because I :felt 
Jt was n.n abandonment of the principle of _protection, and 
because I felt an apprehension that the competition of the in
dusn·ies of that island would be injurious to -the Jndustries of 
the State of which J have had the .honor to, -in part, represent 
upon tills iloor for over 12 yeurs. But our expe.rience thus fur 
under the policy of reciprocity TI""ith the Cuban Republic ha.s 
not as -yet had the effect such as l feared, and "I ha"re a strong 
com·iction tha;t the diS!l:Strous results wllich 1 apprehended may 
.never materialize, a.nu I .am constrained to prqphesy that the 
ill.re disasters which are apprehended by those on this side of 
the Cha.n..lber us a result of the enactment of the legislation 

.:no\v unUe1· consideration :will also fail to ..materialize. 
Now that we 1\'.Iembers of the Republican -Party ha"\"'e adoptecl 

.a definition limiting tbe application of the JlOlicy of protection 
so t:bat 1n fixing ta.tiff duties they shall equalize the cost of 
production :in this country .and _abroad :with a fair profit to the 
:American producer, and as there is .no other country in the 
·world where the conditions of production arc as ·near an equal
ity with our own as i:he Dom1nion of Canada .• I sincerely ·trust 
that we may enact this memmre into 1nw and thus test the 
productive CUJlacity and the competing ability of our people 
along lines of pr:oduction and com]Jetition on substantial eqnal
"lty of terms. 

Firmly believing that the putting into effect of -the agreement 
under consideration will harm no substantial intlusti:y, but, on 
the contrnry, wjl1 bring mutual bcEcflt to both Cana"da nnd our 
or1n country, I shall su_ppo1·t this _gre:1t 1:11easurc of a Republican 
.r.resident and a Republican administration. µpplnuse.] If, 
however., this measure should .be put into force and effect and 
,shall prove by its actual operation t1lat the prophesies of those 
w.ho now o_p_pose it .ha.ye been well founded and t.lrnt we who now 
_support it .arc mi..sta.ken, I :will be the first to join in a movement 
for its abrogation. 

Mr. Chairman, whon this .bill wns before the Rouse at the last 
session there was much discussion as to the effect the entering 
upon tile po1icy of reci:-procity with Canada would have under 
"the most-favo1~cd nation .clause" of our treaties with other 
countries. L-t was vehemently asserted at that time, and may 
·be a.gain reiterated, that those -nations which have treaties with 
the United Stat-es containing what is know.n as "the most
favored nation •Clause '" would have the right under such clause 
to demand tldmission f--or their products into the -ports of the 
United .States upon payment of the same duties granted to 
.Canada. I have given some study and attention to this matter, 
and I find 'that the decisions nre uniform in tne Supreme Court 

to the effect that under such conditions the clause does not ap
Jlly. The Cus.toi'bs Court handed .down a decision within the 
last 10 days una-nimousl,Y 11.ffirming this policy. This question 
is n·eated quite -ex.hausti;v:ely in volume u of l\Ioorc's Dige&1: of 
J:nternational Law, J>Rges 257-288, and I will not take tlle time 
to read any of these decisions, but anyone interested can ex-
amine these references if he desires. , 

The e.fiect of these -decisions and ho1dings is to make it the 
.Policy of the United States to .refuse to grant the rates of duty 
_provided for unde:r reciprocity to any other nation than the one 
with whom the treaty is ma.de. "The most-favored-nation 
clause" does not apply, because the rule is "Identity of treat
ment under identity -of -circumstances ancl .conditions," ruicl the 
conditions and considerations whicll •would prompt our Gov
ornrnent to grant tariff concessions to one nation under reci
pl'oci-ty are not the same, and in the nature of things can not 
be the same, as would induce the granting of similar rates to 
other countries with whom we have "the most-fuvorcd-.nation 
clause" trea.ty. 

Thus. far I have not discussed, except in the most general 
way, the schedules of the proposed agreement. I have not -at
temptc<l to analyze the effect which the trca~y may have upon 
any single industry. My belief is that under the policy of pro
teation, as c1efined in our last national ·platform, the cost of 
production fa Canada J:)eing substantially the same as in this 
country, a tariff duty upon any of the u.rtlcles enumcrute<l in 
the agreement .abov.e that prnvidecl is not demanded in the 
interc.st of -protection, and therefore my hope and· belief is that 
the a-greement itself will not, when it becomes ·OJ)e.rativ-c, ·be 
disa.strous to .any American industry: . 

If incidentally the enn_ctmcnt of this legislation shall prove 
that tile definition of protection limiting it, as was done under 
the terms of the last national platform, is insufficient for the 
play of industrial forces and the development and mainten:rnce 
of our industrial conditions on a plane of healthfulness and 
p1·ospcrlty, then that :in itself will ·be an expe1ience worth the 
experiment wWch this .agreement contemplates. The people of 
this country will never continue -an_y policy whic.ll will lrn.rnper 
our incuns of production ancl development or in tbe sligutest 
degree imperil our ·st-fl.Il.dard of l:iving. The _American ·Nntion 
is irre.-ocably committed to the policy of protection. [.Applause.] 
We ou this side of the Cbamb-er .may differ, ·and honestly differ, 
as to the amount of duty that should be granted to an industry 
to enable that industry :to .maintain the American standard 
and to meet the competition of the :Same industr.Y of . another 
country of lower standand. There are no differences here ·as to 
the necessity of maintaining tb,c principles of protection. While 
I do not desire t-0 -assume to be opinionated, I ventur-e to assert 
that those .adherents of very high tariff rates a·rc not the test 
supporters and advocates of the protective .policy. In otller 
words, rates in excess of what is known to place the domestic 
producer on a pa.·r wJth ms .foreign competitor may turnisll an 
incentiv-e, especinily under ])resent trade and industrial condi
tions, to monopoli-stic tendencies which would unduly burden 
the domestic purchaser and ·consumer. The true protec:tive 
policy at no point requires its ·advocates to demand or clefond 
excessi\e o·r unnecessary duties. [.Applause.] I am persua-ded 
that the following from a recent speech of President TD.it slJ.ouJd 
be most ca:refully considered by .all protectionists, when he E::.l id, 
in speaking of the agreement .now :urnler eonsideration: 

There are those consc.rvatl-ve _protectionists who hang back .froI!1 .an 
appro-ral of this ..agr-eement on the ground fhat it is a departure from 
the principle ot protection and is the opening wedge to let in free t!"::idc. 
My mvn view is that no step could be -taken more in tne interest ·of a 
rcasonallle policy of protection than the approval of _this treaty. Tb.c 
vcror existence of the policy depends on our a.bolltion of the t<u-Hf 
wllere it is not really needed under the principle of .the last Ilepulil ican 
platform. If we -persist in retaining it in these times of high pl'ices 
and gradually e.x.hausting- food supply _antl b~s~ our rcten~lon on pro
tection principles, we shall rouse ?D op_pos1-Upn that will .kn<;>': no 
·moderation and will not cease radical economic changes ·until 1t has 
remo>od from the statute book the 'last trnce of a protective tariff. 

[A1)planse.J 
Ent it is contended with ·great earnestness by those who op

pose this Jegislation, that it will 1Jrove Qisastrons to tbe farm.
in" i!1terests of our country. An attack upon the farmers of 
thls country, or even a fa.llure 1:0 properly guanl tlleir interest·s, 
would prove disastrous, and rightfully s~, t~ those respom:folc 
·for -such a mo>ement. I Tepresent a c11str1ct nncl in -part a 
State where the lending industry is that of agriculture. Tllc 
\nrious branches of ngricu1ture in my State, con~Ing as they do 
in direct competition with the lowest pnid labor in the world, 
where the conditions and-where the ·stan<lard of 1i 'ling is among 
the .lowest, I fully appreciate that the farming industries of my 
State could not -exist for a season with sucb competition except 
:for tne imposition of an adequate tariff. I woulcl l.Jc the 1nst 
individual upon this fioor to cast a vote, n.nd my State wou1tl 
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never tolerate a vote by any of its Representatives that would 

_ imperil or seriously affect the farmers of any portion of our 
-country. [.Applause.] I freely concede to every Representative 
upon this floor who may feel constrained to oppose this meas
ure the utmost sincerity and honesty of purpose, and I only 
claim for myself the same honesty and sincerity which I freely 
concede to others. But after the best attention which I have 
been able to gi>e to this subject in all its bearings I am unable 
tofind that its enactment into law will imperil or appreciably 
affect the farming interests of the country, or of any particular 
section. 

I nppreciate the tremendous force which is included in nny 
rallying cry made in behalf of the farmers of the country, but 
not being convinced that it is based upon truth and, further
more, having a suspicion that tllere is possibly behind it some
thing of selfish interests not allied with agriculture, I may be 
pardoned if I look with some degree of suspicion upon the 
forces and the motives of those who have inaugurated this 
protest. [.Applause.] 

There has been during the last few years a great prominence 
- given to the subject of conservation. Tremendous interest has 
been created in the subject, and there is a widespread public 
sentiment that, with tlrn enormous growth of our population 
and the consequent drawing upon our natural resources, the 
augmentation of these resources, and thereby to some extent 
pre,ont their exhaustion and impoverishment, is the part of 
wise statesmanship. Reciprocity with Canada must of neces
sity be chiefly confined to food and forest products, and the 
addition of lliese two great natural i·esources, bringing them 
within the reach of our fast-growing population, is a measure 
of conservation of greater importance than any that have yet 
been suggested. 

Mr. Chairman, I have purposely refrained from discussing 
this legislation from the standpoint of any communii-y or from 
the standpoint of any particular industry. This is an agree
ment between the Dominion of Canada and the United States 

_ of America which requires concurrent legislative action by both 
countries in order that it may be made effective. .Any change 
by nmcndment, however strongly I might fn:vor certain changes, 
would of necessity throw the whole proceedings into negotia
tions again between the two countries, with the consequent 
delny and possible failure of any agreement at all. We are 
the·refore compelled to either accept or reject the agreement 
That is the practical question before this body. We have got 
to either vote it up or vote it down. Anyone pretending to be 

---in favor of the agreement, but who is desirous of amending it, 
is in reality opposed to the agreement. Such an attitude will 
not deceive anyone acquainted with the real situation. [.Ap
pl:rnse.] 

1\lr. Chairman, as a protectionist and a Republican, I find no 
difficulty in bringing myself to the support of this great eco
nomic measure of the administration of President Tuft. Long 
after the petty bickerings and jealous criticism of his admin
istrntion shall have been forgotten the action of our President 
in bringing this measure before the Representatives of the 
American people will stand out as among the great accomplish
ments of nn administration singularly conspicuous for the con
strncti>e measures which haye become enacted into law. [.Ap
plause.] My judgment tells me that from the standpoint of the 
national welfare we should enact this legislation. I belie~re 
with President Taft when he said: 

Now is the accepted time. Now Canada is in the mood. She is ::it 
the partin~ of the ways. Shall she be an isolated country, as much 
sep:i rate.a rrom us Rs if she were across the ocean; or shall her poople 
and our people profit by the proximity that our .geography furnislles? 

[Loud applause.] 
.l\1r. McCAI~L. l\fr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen

tleman from Pennsylvanifl. [l\Ir. BOWMAN]. 
l\Ir. BOW3IA.i.~. Mr. Chairman, this measure has been very 

ably debated from every side cxcevtiug possibly one, and-that is 
from the standpoint of a Meml>er from the Stnte of Pennsyl
vnnin. and of a miner or producer of fuel. I rise only from a 
sense of duty to express to this body, the grcntest represcnta~ 
ti'rn body in the world, some sense of the obligation which the 
State of Pennsylvania and the district I represent owes to 
the Province of Canada. I represent the heart of tile anthra
cite coal regions of the State of Pennsylvu.nia.. I live in the 
Wyoming Valley, the lnncl celebrated by the poetry of Camp
bell, celebrated througll the life and work of the Moravian 
missionaries among the Indiaru;, celebrated as the birthplace of 
the greatest race of aborigines the world eyer knew, and cele
brn tell; I believe it wm be, as the birthplace of the greatest 
race that this country will ever produce. \Ve have thore to
day as the basis of our population tlle English, the Irish, the 
'\V'elsh, the German, and- the Scotch. There has been intro-

duced within the last decade new elements of the best laboring 
blood of Europe. We have the Piedimontes and others of the 
best from Italy, the Lithuanian, the Pole, and the Slo-rnk, and 
I tell you as one who has had opportunities to observe, that 
they will make as good citizens as any that this country has 
heretofore produced. 

The State of Pennsylvania sent into the Province of Canada 
in the year 1910 a large part of over $33,000,000 worth of fuel 
bought by that country. Over $14,000,000 of that amount was 
anthracite, upon which we did not pay a cent of duty. They 
also used over $17,000,000 worth of bituminous coal, and up
ward of $2,000,000 worth of coke, upon which the inhabitants 
of that country paid over $3,000,000 in duty for the sake of 
burning it. That country, gentlemen, can nc>cr become an 
industrial nation. Why? Because they have no aclequate sup
ply of fuel. What can we get from them? That country is 
fitted by nature to produce food' to help fe-ed our industrial 
population. Boundless natural resources fit this country, with 
their help, to support an industrial race beyond computation. 

Less than $98,000,000 covers the total imports of Canada 
into this country. You will note they paid us for fuel alone 
over one-third that amount and over $182,000,000 more for other 
merchandise. Should we not have some feeling of g~·atitude 
toward them? 

Continue to build the tariff wall that now exists between us 
higher and wider ancl before you arc through with it you will 
only have openings through it from which cannon will point 
from each side to the other. 

This is not a question of a tariff; it is a higher and broader 
question; it is a question of the universal advancement of the 
human race. I listened with ll.· great deal of interest to what wus 
~id by the gentleman from New York City [Mr. GEORGE]. The 
population in my city is very much like it; they need sym11athy 
and help. But I will say to the gentleman from North Caro
lina, who called attentiou to the low wages paid jn the State 
of Pcmisylvunia, that in the district that I come from we pay 
as good wages for lnbor performed as are paid in any place in 
the world. 

We llave serious accidents that excite the deepest feeliugs in 
man's nature. I once walked up to a shaft where a child was 
sitting and Raid to her, "What nre you sitting here for, my 
child? " " I am waiting for my father." Iler father bad ucen 
buried in that mine through an accident that happened more 
than n. week previous. 

.A fund was raised to relieve the necessities of those who 
were dependent upon the men who lost their lives in that dis
a::::ter. I \Vill sny for the bankers of New York, however they 
may be traduced, we found their hearts open to the plea of 
distress. They, with the other goo<l people of this country, 
establislicd a fnnd which has been distributE:Cl in that mining 
district from that day to this, nearly 15 years. 

In that connection I want to say that a lady from one of 
the principal cities of this Nation came to our city to ascertain 
what the conditions were, and whether it was necessary for her 
to do anything to ameliorate them. .After visiting the whole 
community, she said to me, "There is more distress in one alley 
in my city than in your whole district." She visited homes that 
for months had not had a male protector to help them. 

Gentlemen, I rc11eat, this is not a tariff question. 
We nre protectionists in my district. We believe in the pro

tecti'°e tariff to th~ limit of competition, with a fair percentage 
to protect the manufacturer from surplus stocks. We claim 
thn t tllis is a protecti>e mens\Ire, presented by one of the great
est Presidents this country evc.r produced-not the greatest 
politician, but a man with a broad judicial mind, deeply in
terested in the welfare of the people-and I submit that a fair 
majority, in my district ninety-nine one-hundredths of the ·Re
publicans and most of the Democrats, are with him. 

Gentlemen, I shall vote for this measure [npplause] because 
I do not believe it transgresses a single Republican principle, 
the principle of protection to American industries, and I do 
not believe it transgresses a single principle that protects the 
farmer in the best market for his product, the home market. 
Look over the reports of prices, the prices for to-day, of farm 
products in the United States, and there will be found as much 
difference in the various parts of this country as there is bc
tweCll those of this country and Canada. In the words of om· 
Chaplain this morning, " Let our spiritual ears be unstopp~d 
and spiritual eyes be opene<l," that we may see in this measure 
one that is far above local conditions, one that tends to the ad
vancement of the race, bringing togetller these two peoples who 
are one in lineage, one in their purpose-:the elevation of the 
Imm.an race. [Applause.] 

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I now yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Gooo]. 
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Mr. GOOD. "Reciprocity is only an international form of 
protection." This definit\on from the Standard Dictionary cor
rectly describes reciprocity. It was this conception of reciproc
ity that caused the Republican Party to write in its platform: 

We favor the associated policy of reciprocity so directed as to open 
our markets on favorable t erms for that which we do not ourselves 
produce in return for free foreign markets. 

This bill, introduced by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
UNDERWOOD], contains none of the elements of reciprocity. It 
provides not for protection but for free trade in the ·United 
States and protection in Canada. [Applause on the Republican 
side.] 

A DEMOCRATIC MEASURE. 

The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. HILL] has said that 
this bill presents a political and not a partisan question. The 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KITCHIN] contends that 
it is both political and partisan, and that it is a Democratic 
measure, presented to this House in response to a resolution 
passed by a Democratic caucus, and that it is in full harmony 
with the declarations of the Democratic platforms. 

I am inclined to agree with the gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. KITCHIN], and I, for one, am perfectly willing that 
the Democratic Party shall stand sponsor for this bill and shall 
be held responsible for its evil effects should it become a law. 

The advocates of this bill content themselves with an aca
demic discussion of reciprocity. They fail to point out wherein 
it is reciprocal and decline to analyze its provisions or the real 
effect which its enactment will have on the producer and con
sumer alike. 

PROPOSED TRADE NOT RECIPROCAL. 

By the provisions of this bill all the products of the Cana
dian farm are brought into competition with the product of the 
farms of the United States. It surrenders to the farmers of 
Canada the markets of the United States for all their produce. 
For the surrender of these markets it is proposed to reduce the 
duty on the farm implements manufactured and imported from 
Canada. This is practically the only reciprocity provided for 
-in this bill. 

Let us place in parallel columns, first, a list of the produce 
of the farm, and, second, a list of the farm and other machinery 
on which it is proposed to reduce the tariff, with the amount 
of such proposed reduction, and see if it is a fair and equal 
trade and if it is reciprocal. On the other side we have a list 
of practically everything grown on the farm, from which all 
tariff is remO"red and which is brought into direct competition 
with the cheaper farms and the cheaper farm labor of Canada. 
On the other side we have a list of manufactured articles upon 
which the duty is reduced and by which it is alleged the farm
ers of this country will profit all that they have lost through 
the placing of farm products on the free list: 
What the American farmer gives 

and 'to hat the Oanadian farmer 
gets. 

FBEE LIST. 

Cattle, horses, swine, sheep, mules, 
poultry, wheat, rye, oats, buck
wheat, barley, dried peas, cow
peas, beans, corn, hay, straw, 
potatoes, sweet potatoes, yams, 
turnips, onions, cabbages, and 
all other vegetables; apples, 
peaches, pears, grapes, and ber
ries; butter, cheese, milk, cream, 
eggs, honey, cottonseed, linseed, 
and other oil seeds, including 
clover and timothy seed, and 
other articles. 

What the Oanadian farmer gives 
and what the American farmer 
gets. 

REDUCED DUTIES OF FAR~ DIPLE
ME~TS. 

Per cent ad valorem. Farmwagons _______________ 25 
Plows_____________________ 5 
Harrows------------------- 5 
Harvesters_________________ 25 
Reapers ------------------- 25 
Seed dril~----------------- 5 
Mowers____________________ 25 
Horse rakes---------------- 5 
Cultivators ---------------- 5 
Thrashing machine parts, bag-

gers, weighers, etc________ 5 
Parts of thrashing machines, 

for repair________________ 2§ 
Portable and traction engines, 

no change. 
Horsepowers for farm use, no 

change. 
Hay loaders, potato diggers, 

fodder cutters, grain crush
ers, fanning mills, and hay 
tedders ------------------ 5 

Motor vehicles, except !or rail-
ways_____________________ 5 

Who can disco-ver any real reciprocity in this trade? The 
injury it would work to the agricultural interests of this coun
try is apparent. The benefits which we would receive are so 
small that they can not be discovered. No one has pointed 
them out. 

CANADA'S DEMAND. 

For more than a century the Dominion of Ca:p.ada has !_mocked 
at our door for the free admission of her agricultural products, 
and at all times she has maintained the right to protect her 
manufacturers, as well as the manufacturers of Great Britain. 
She has desired free trade in agricultural products. At the 

same time she has demanded that her manufacturers be pro
tected from importations by the American manufacturer. 

Let us not, therefore, delude ourselves into believing that the 
reduction of from 2! to 5 per cent in ad valorems on farm ma
chinery will be of any benefit to the farmers of the United 
States. The Canadian farmer desires to enter into free compe
tition to feed the 100,000,000 people of the United States and 
Canada, but the Canadian manufacturer is unwilling to enter 
into free and open competition with the American manufacturer 
in supp1ying the market of the two countries with manufactured 
articles. As long as Canada maintains her present position 
there can be no such thing as reciprocity between Canada and 
the United States. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

The simple fact is that it costs more to produce the products 
of the farm in the United States than it docs in Canada. As 
sh-0wn by the report of the Tariff Iloard, farm labor and farm 
land is higher in the United States than it is in Canada. Under 
these conditions it can not truthfully be said that the cost of 
production is the same in the two countries. 
LOWER PRICES TO FARMER NOT FOLLOWED BY LOWER rRICES TO CO~SUMER. 

It necessarily follows, therefore, that the price at which the 
farmer will be compelled to sell his produce will be affected 
by the enactment of this law. The extent to which the \a1ue 
of our farm products will be affected no oue cnn imy. Bnt it 
does not follow that because the farmer will be ob1iged to ac
cept lower prices for his produce that the ultimate consumer 
will be able to purchase his food supply any cheaper. 

These positions are not inconsistent. By our comp1ex method 
of production anu distribution big interests profit by the loss to 
the original producer, and the price to the consumer is seldom 
affected. The best example of this is to be found in the rerno\al 
of the duty on hides. I recall the argument of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. PAYNE] when he discussed the pro\isions 
of his bill. He contended that the duty on hides diU not benefit 
the farmer, but, as he expressed it, only benefited the "big 
four," and that the removal of the duty on bides would uot 
lessen the price of hides to the producer. 

By the Payne tariff law hides were taken from the dutiable 
list and placed on the free list. On August 7, 190!), the Shoe 
and Leather Reporter gave the who1esale price of hides, No. 
1 packers' native steers, at 17 cents per pound. On February 
4, 1911, the same grade of hides was quoted by the snme au
thority at 14 cents per pound. Everyone who is familinr with 
the subject knows that the farmer received 4 cents per pound 
less for bis hides on February 4, mu, than he recei1ed on 
August 7, 1909; but where is the buyer of shoes or of nny other 
article manufactured from leather who could purclrn.se snch 
article cheaper on February 4, rn11, than he could on August 
7, 1!)09? 

IIIGII COST OF LIVING-IS TARIFF RESPONSIDLE? 

Jn the memorable campaign that ended on the 7th day of 
last November the principal issue was the high cost of 1iYing. 
The Democratic Party contended that the Payne tariff 1aw was 
responsible for high prices. That election is far enougll in the 
paE.1: and the next election is far enough in the future so that 
we ought to be able to consider the question of the high cost 
of living dispassionately and purely as a business proposition, 
separate and apart from factional strife and political clamor. 

The argument presented by our Democratic friends in support 
of this measure is a most ingenious and conflicting one. It all 
depends upon the person making the argument. .Many of the 
arguments are based on the theory that this bill will not re
duce prices, while others bottom their arguments on the express 
proposition that cheap food products will flow from the agree
ment authorized by this bill. By this bill they would lower the 
cost of living. 

now DEMOCnACY WON. 

I desire, therefore, to consider the question of the effect that 
recent tariff legislation has had on prices. First let us inquire 
if the issue of the high cost of living was fairly and honestly 
presented in that election. What are the facts? A few days 
before election, in practically every congressional district of the 
North our Democratic friends distributed circulars entitled 
" High cost of living," in which was placed in parallel columns 
a two weeks' store bill for October, 1896, and October, 1910. 
Such a circular was used in the district I have the honor to 
represent in this House. But, mind you, this circular was dis
tributed only in the cities and towns. Our Democratic friends 
were very careful to see that this circular should not fall into 
the hands of the farmer, for it was only the price of farm 
products that this circular assailed . . 

DEMOCRACY WOULD LOWER PRICES ONLY ON FARM PRODUCE. 

If the statements contained in this circular were good argu
ment to the wage earners on the subject of the high cost of 
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living before the election, they ought to be good argument to 
the farmers after election. I sbn.11, therefore, for the benefit 
of Democratic ancl Republican farmers alike, print this circular 
in the RECORD. It assails only tho procluct of the farmer, n.nd 
points to the year of 18QG as a year presenting ideal conditions 
anc1 ideal prices. The circular is as follows : 
"\"OTEns .A.ND IIOUSEHOLDERS, IlEAD THE WITH!~ CAnEFULLY-HOW TO 

S.\ \°El YOUR JIIO~EY-T.A.Klll CiTO DOOTII WITI.I YOU WHE~ YOU VOTE
YOTD t'On YOUR FAllULIBS. 

High cost of living facts-Read carefully-Ponder well-Vote right
Prices, lSDG and lDlO. 

Th~ Republican Party has been iu complete control of every depart
ment of the Gov-crnment since 189G-President, Senate, ancl Congress_ 
They have given you a government of trusts-Beef Trust, Sugn.r 'l'rust, 
Flou r Trust, Clothing Trust, and the "daddy" of them all, the Tariff 
Trust. See the result below : 

St. Louis prices. 
Two WEEKS' STORE BILL. 

OCTODER, 18:16. 
2 ponncls salt pork ________ $0. 10 
G lJL;Uucls pork chops------ . GO 
5 pnunds pork ribs_______ . 30 
4 ponuds smoked shoulder __ . . 30 
2 pnunds sausage --------- • lG 
G voonds lard ------------ . :rn 
G pt1unds corned beef______ . 2G 
4 ponnds butter_________ . 40 
2 cluzen eggs ------------- • 20 
1 pound cheese----------- . 13 
1 barrel flour____________ 3. uO 
4 pounds chicken-------- . 40 
21 pounds sugar__________ 1. 00 
!:! l)<}unds stenk___________ . 20 
G pounds roast bceL______ . 50 

8.28 

OCTODER, 1910. 
2 pounds salt pork ______ _ 
G pounds pork chops ____ _ 
G pounds pork ribs ______ _ 
4 pounds smokecl shoulder_ 
2 pounds sausage --------
5 pounds lard -----------
5 pounds corned beef ____ _ 
4 pounds butter _________ _ 
2 dozen eggs ------------1 pound cheese _________ _ 
1 barrel flour ___________ _ 
4 pounds chicken -------21 pounds sugar ________ _ 
2 pounds steak _________ _ 
5 pounds roast beef _____ _ 

$0.40 
1. 25 

• 7G 
.• G-± 
. 35 
. 85 
• G!!~ 

1. !:!O 
• GO 
. 2G 

G. flf) 
. 72 

1. 1G 
. 35 

1. 00 

15. 50Zr 

Look at these two store bills. Vote to protect your pocketbook. 
Yonr table bill bas doubled; have your wages doubled? You pay 100 

per cen t more for your clothing, blankets, and household goods; has 
yom salary kept pace with the increased cost of living? Your rent is 
hi gher and your fuel is higher; how much higher is your weekly wage 
checl~? Don't you think you had better help put the trusts that have 
doubled the cost of living out of business? Congressman Goon's vote 
helped to make the bill $15.593 instead of $8.28. 

FAR.ll.Ell.S NOT E~THUSIASTIC onm DEllOC.IU.1'1C rRICES OF 1896. 

I llo11e the farmers will study this circular. When they come 
to read it, let them take the first item," Two pouncls of salt pork, 
10 cents," and ask themselves how much they would be obliged 
to sell their hogs for, allowing for offal, puckers', jobbers', and 
retailers' profits, in orcler that salt pork could be bought at 5 
cents a pound retail Let me appeal to them to apply the same 
test to every item in this circular ancl then ask themselves the 
question, without regard to political affiliation, if they are in 
favor of this Democratic demand that the- price of farm prod
ucts that prevailed in 189G shall be restored and shall perma
nently prev:ll.1. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

DID PAYNE TARiliTF I::-iCilEllSE PRICES? 

But is tlle Payne tariff law responsible for the cost of these 
articles? How can it be honestly chnrgecl that it increased the 
cost? The Payne tariff bill did not increase the duty on n single 
article namecl in this circular. One of the articles named in 
the circular wus placed on the free list. On 8 of the 15 articles 
the duty was reduced 25 per cent and on the 6 remaining arti
cles the duty was unchanged. So we have presented here the 
\ery amusing claim of our Democratic friends that by placing 
1 of the 15 articles on the free list, by reducing the duty on 8 
25 per cent, and by allowing the duty on. 6 to remain unchanged 
we llave thereby increased the cost of these articles to the con
sumer. For lack of a better name, I can only call this kincl 
of reasoning Democratic logic. 

It is a familiar saying of our Democratic friends that "the 
tariff is a tax, and the consumor has to pay it," and as 
coro1Ja.ry to this proposition it is also claimed that the re
moYal of the tariff on an article by that much does it reduce the 
price to the ultimate consumer. 

Let us apply this rule to some of the notable recluctions in 
the Payne tariff law and ascertain if there has been a corre
spouillng reduction in the price- to the ultimate consumer. 

Of the articles enumerated in this circular, the duty on pork, 
lard, and beef was reduced 25 per cent, and yet the retail price 
of these articles for 1910 advanced, if the information set forth 
in this circular is correct. 

T:llo tariff on cabbage was reduced 38 per cent, n.ncl. yet where 
is the householder who is able to buy cabbage more cheaply 
because of the reduction in the tariff? The tariff on bituminous 
con.1 was reduced 33! per cent and on agricultural implements 
25 per cent. There was a reduction of 55 per cent on harness 
and of 60 per cent on boots ancl. shoes, yet the rmrcpasers of 
these articles at retail saw no reduction in the price after the 
ta.riff was lowered. 

The tari!f on barbed wire was reduced 37 per cent; Qn nails, 
spikes, and tacks from 20 to 50 per cent; and on starch 33 per 

cent; but where is the person who purchased any of these arti
cles nt retail who experienced any of the benefits of lower 
prices, which our Democratic friends proclaim would flow 
from a reduction in tariff duties. 

But our friencls on the other side of tho aisle will sn.y that 
these reductions were too slight, and that in orcler to benefit 
the nl timn. te consumer by lower prices· the reduction should 
ha>e been greater. The answer to this argument is that we 
took the tariff all off of several things which, or the products 
of wllich, are in general use, and in those cases there has been 
no recluction in the· price to the ultimate consumer. 

·we plnced hicles, uosts, ancl petroleum and its products on the 
free list. What was the result? The former is compelled to 
take 4 cents per pouncl less for his hides, but who receives the 
benefit of tlle recluction? Certainly not the ultimate consumer. 
The ultimate consumer is not interested in the price of hides_ 
He is interested in the retail price of boots and shoes or of 
harness or of some other manufactured product of leather. 
Notwitllstanding the fact that we took all the tariff off of hides, 
to the detriment of the farmer, and took 60 per cont of the 
tariff off of shoes an<l 55 per cent off of harness, tho ultimate 
consumer of boots and shoes and of harness is obliged to pay, 
rnol'e for both of these articles to-day than he could buy them 
for before this reduction. Fence posts were placed on the free 
list, !Jut tlle purchaser of fence posts at retail realizes no re
duction in the price. 

Petroleum n.nd its products were placed on the free list, but 
the users of kerosene and gasoline oils are looking, and will 
continue to look, in vain for n. corresponding reduction ~ the 
retail price of these articles because of this reduction in the 
tariff. 

TRUSTS A..~D NOT COXSU:'ll.ERS IlENEFITED. 

Should the agreement which this bill authorizes be entered 
into, the unorganized :mcl unprotected farm.ors of the North 
will have str.ong competition and will be forced to sell their 
raw materials nt roducecl. prices, but the ultimn.te consumer
the user of shoes, not hides or leather; the purchaser of oatmeal 
by the paclmge, not oats by the bushel; the buyer of flour by the 
sack or bread by the loaf, and not wheat by the bushel; the 
user of starch and not the purchaser of corn in the shock or in 
the crib-will find that the Canauion farmer has a better mar
ket and a better price for his product. Yes; he will then learn 
that the .American farmer is compelled to sell his product in 
a more restricted market nnd at a reduced priCB, but that he, 
the ultimate consumer, will be compelled to pay the same price 
for what he eats and for what he wears tb.a.t he paid before the 
enactment of this la.w. 

The result is that- the farmer who raises n.nd sells the raw 
product of the farm must take a lower price. The manufac
turer and the jobber, who are organized and control the situa
tion, secure u larger profit; the ultimate consumer pays the 
same or a higher price. 

This is a condition to be deplored and to be corrected, but the 
tariff, except where it is excessive and on noncompetitive arti
cles, is not responsible for it. Large manufacturers, importers, 
and · distributers practically control the output of the necessi
ties of life and dictate the price. Take coffee, for instance, 
which has been on the free list for years. Rio No. 7 on August 
1, 1009, sold for 7! cents per pound at wholesale. On Febru
a.r:v. 4, 1911, the wholesale price of the same grade of coffee was 
12~ cents per pound. The cause of the advance in price in 
coffee can not be attributed to the tariff; nor can the increase 
of the price of the articles named in this misleading and un
reliable circular. 

lIIGH l'.lUCE!'l WORLD-WIDE-WORLD-WIIJI'l CAUSE!'!. 

If gentlemen on the other side of the aisle hav-e any real de
sire to get to bottom of the question of the high prices, and 
the relation of the tariff to them, they will not proceed far with 
their investigation until they discover that the tariff, except in 
cases of excessive duties and duties on noncompetitive articles, 
hn.s little, and in almost every case- absolutely nothing, to do 
with the retail prices to the ultimate consumer. They will also 
find that supply and demand, overproduction and shortage in 
crops, cold storage and monopoly-these and other agencies con
trol the entire question of the rise and fall of pric~s. They will 
find that these same causes obtain in free-trnde England as well 
as in the United States. 

The difficulty in considering the question of the tariff and its 
relation to prices is that we have considered it from a very nar· 
row ancl restricted viewpoint. We have not considered the 
question of the prices of food from the standpoint of the mar
kets of the worlcl. We have not compared our market of foot! 
products with the market of like products in other countries. 
The onJy comparison that has been made compares the price of 
articles at a time when the country is prosperous with prices of 
liko articles at a time when the country was locked in the 
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· paralysis of hard times, when everybody bad labor or the prod
uct of labor to sell, and when but few had the money with 
which to buy. In 1896 prices were low, and there was no mar
ket for many of the products of the farm or the factory, eYeu 
at bankrupt prices, and I hope and pray that those times and 
those prices shall never again come to this country. [Applal"!se.] 
It means hardship and suffering. · 

WII.AT A~ AGE OF CllEAP::-<ESS hlEAXS. 

Is it an age of cheapness that is desired? I very much 
doubt it. 

Where shall we begin in this crusade for cheaper things? 
Some one says cheaper rent-cheaper homes. The home is the 
foundation of our institutions, the bulwark of our Republic, and 
nothing is more to be coveted than homes at fair and reasonable 
prices. nut what does this mean? Cheap rent and cheap 
homes mean cheaper labor in the stone quarry, cheaper labor 
in the limekiln and the cement factory. It means lower wages 
for the stonemason, the bricklayer, the carpenter, the lather, the 
plasterer, the plumber, the painter, and the laborer. Rent is 
high, but the labor that built the house is high, and all the 
material that went into it is high, and that material in turn 
was largely the product of la!Jor. 

We can not have high prices for labor and low prices for the 
product of labor. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

Cheap homes mean cheap labor, and so it is with eyerything 
that we eat and everything that we wear-it is largely the 
product of labor. Cheap food and clothing mean cheap labor 
on the farm, in the factory, and in the shop. Laborers of this 
country, do you want it? 

I do not want to be understood as appro\ing all of the in
creases in the cost of the necessities of life, nor do I contend 
that labor has always had its just share of that which it, jointly 
with capital, has produced. It too frequently happens that the 
avarice and selfishness of men robs labor of its just share in 
the progress of its time. All too often men in their avarice 
exact too high prices for the necessities of life. It was always 
so; it always will be so. These inequalities and injustices are 
seen in eyery period of the world's history. They have ex
isted, not by virtue of any law but in spite of statutory en
actment. Much as these conditions are to be deplored, no 
political party and no government has yet discovered an easy 
or a complete remedy. 

Our Democratic friends say that this is a proposition of gh·e 
and take. I admit it. It takes protection from the farmer and 
gives it to thE:: trusts. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

I have compiled from Bulletin 77 and from the bimonthly 
bulletin of the Bureau of Labor a comparati"re table, showing 
the increase in prices of 11 principal products, and also the 
increase in wages in 11 principal occupations for the years 1899 
to 1907. I shall append this table to my remarks, for it shows 
that the increase in the price of labor has kept pace in the cost 
of food products. 

The increase in the prices of food is not confined to the 
United States, but is a world-wide movement. A comparison of 
the retail prices of the necessities of life in this country with 
prices of similar articles abroad will reveal the fact that the 
increase in prices abroad has been as rapid and almost, if not 
fully, as great as in thls country. 

In an editorial in the Independent the editor says: 
The fact that prices ha>e risen the woi·ld over-in England, in 

Russia, in Cbina, and South America, although not as much as here
proves a world-wide cause. 

Samuel Gompers, president of the American Federation of La
bor, and one of the best posted men on the conditions of labor 
and the prices of the necessities of life in the world, says: 

:Mentally contemplating the many cities I have visited, and having 
in mind the conversations I had with workingmen wbo had lived both 
in Europe and America, I belie>e that I may assert that whether the 
cost of living in Europe or America is greater to the workingman de
pends entirely upon the standard of living he adopts while in America. 
If he voluntarily liveR the life of self-denial in this country that be 
compulsorily lived in his native land, bis outlay in money will remain 
about the same. Even then he will hardly be able to escape gaining 
something from the superior supply of the good things of life in 
America. 

Living ls cheap to the wage earner of Europe only because he does 
without what in America soon becomes a necessity to him-food in 
good quantity and quality, presentable clothes among his a spiring 
fellow workmen and their families, and a comfortably furnished home 
in quarters responding to his awakened desire for equality with his 
American neighbors, and in general a larger and freer life. 

• • • • • • • 
How often ·do these people eat meat? is a question the American in 

Europe finds himself asking when looking about among wage workers. 
Meat is usually from 25 to 100 per cent higher in price than in the 
United States. 

• • • • • • • 
The immigrant coming to America finds that 11' he can buy in 

quantity (in cases where he need not) his flour, fuel, potatoes, oil, 
sugar, coffee, salt-the essentials for his plain table-all cost less than 
they ordinarily do in the land he left. The cheapness and abundance 

of many varieties of fruits and of our melons and tomatoes is a sur
prise to him. Closely after the most pressing necessities comes a line 
of things cheaper than in Europe-cotton clothing, including overalls, 
jumpers, shoes. 

* • • • • • 
The main conclusion as to housing is the same as that relating to 

food: If the immigrant to this country is willing to continue living 
here at the same level he is o!Jligcd to accept in his native land, he can 
find it for the same money. 

WHAT DE::\IOCRACY PROPOSES. 

:Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from North Carolina [l\fr. 
KITCHIN], n member of the Ways and :Means Committee which 
reported this bill, says : "This is a step, and only a step, in 
the right direction." The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UN
DERWOOD] has introduced another bill, which has been favorably 
reported to this House by the Ways and Means Committee, in 
pursuance to the action of the Democratic caucus. This bill is 
the next step which our Democratic friends propose to take to 
reduce the price of the products of the farm. Under the guise 
of putting· farm machinery on the free list, when they know or 
ought to know that the American farmer would profit nothing 

· by the enactment of such a law, for but few foreign-made im
plements are suitable for or would ever be used on the Ameri
can farm, it places the American stock raiser in direct compe
tition not only with the farmers of Canada, but with the farm
ers and stock raisers of the entire world. This farmers' :free
list bill places beef, veal, mutton, pork, and all kinds of meat 
on the free list. If this free-list bill proposed by our Demo
cratic friends shall become a law, the stock raisers of I owa 
and the Middle West-and every farmer in that section is a 
stock raiser-will be forced to compete with the cheap land, 
cheap labor, and cheap live stock raised in Mexico, in Argen
tine Republic, and the other South .American countries. [Ap
plause on the Republican side.] 

WHY PROTECTION FOR SOUTHERN PRODUCTS ONLY ? 

This Democratic program is the most unreasonable and 
unfair proposition ever submitted to th~ Congress of the 
Unitell States. If these two Democratic measures shall become 
laws, everything that is grown on the farms in the North will 
be on the free list, while everything that is grown on southern 
farms will be protected by tariff duties. Is this fair? 

The Republican policy of protection provides for the " impo
sition of such duties as will equal the cost of production at 
home and abroad, together with a reasonable profit to Ameri
can industries." It measures the protection that the farmers of 
the South shall enjoy with the same ruJe that it measures the 
protection granted to the farmers of the North. 

And this is as it should be. If we are to have free trade in 
the farm products of the North with all the world, then let us 
ha Ye free trade with an the world in the farm products of the 
South. If we are to haYe free wheat, free flour, free corn, free 
hay, free oats, and free · barley, why not have free oranges, free 
lemons, free bananas, and free citrus fruits? If free beef, free 
veal, and free meats of all kinds are so much to be desired, 
why not free sugar, free rice, and free tobacco? 

Why should we grow free popcorn in the North and pro
tected peanuts in the South? [Applause and laughter.] In a 
word, why free trade for the products of the farms of the 
North and high protection for the products of the farms of the 
South? Real reciprocity with Canada is a good thing for 
both countries, but reciprocity between the different sections 
of our own country is better. 

PROTECTIO~ JUSTIFIES WISDOU OF TIIE FATJIEHS. 

The United States and Canada l What untold possibilities 
are embraced in these! Separated only by an imaginary line, 
the people of the United States and Canada, havipg a common 
ancestry, engaged in common pursuits, living under natural con
ditions in an respects similar, speaking a common language, 
having a common religion, have not enjoyed, either individually 
or nationally, the same degree of prosperity. Why? 

The early settlements in these two countries were made about 
the same time. The area of the United States is less than that 
of Canada, yet under the policy of protection to American in· 
dustries our country's growth has been unparalleled, and to
day we number 92,000,000 people. Under a policy of granting 
to the mother country preferential rates of duties, which stimu
lated manufacturers in Great Britain and gave but little or no 
encouragement to them at home, Canada's growth and develop
ment lrns been so stunted and retarded that to-day her total 
population numbers less than 7,500,000 people. 

The annual yield of our farms aggregates over sixteen times 
more than does the farms of Canada. The value of our farm 
animals is eight times more than the value of the farm animals 
in Caunda. The yalue of the manufactured products in the Do
minion of Canada in 1905 was only $1,308,000,000, while in the 
snrue year, under the policy of protection, the products of our 
factories aggregated the stupendous sum of $14,802,000,000. 
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PROTECTIO~ ASKS FOR NO APOLOGIST. 

. l\1r. Chairman. I have no desire to defend the policy of pro
tection. That policy needs no champion, no apologist, no de
fender. In the beginning the fathers laid deep and wide the 
foundations of protection. The first law signed by George Wash
ington as President of the United States was a statute provid
ing for protection to American industries, and from that day to 
this protection has been our beacon light, lighting the way to an 
industrial and commercial supremacy unapproached in all the 
history of the world. The record of our achievements under 
this policy is the industrial history of the Republic, portraying 
a progress unrivaled and unchecked, except when the policy of 
protection was abandoned. Under this policy ours has become 
a nation of individual prosperity, a land of opportunity, a coun
try of such marvelous industrial and commercial achieyement 
tllat it is the hope and inspiration of the world. Others may 
tamper with these foundations, but I, for one, shall vote to keep 
tlle faith. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

APPENDIX. 
Compara tfr e table showing the increase in the price of food producta 

a11d the pt·ice of labor from 1899 to 1901 (increase shown in per· 
ccnt ages). 

[Compiled from Ilulletin 77 and the Ilimonthly Ilulletin, Bureau of 
Labor. ] 

PER CENT OF ANXUAL INCREASE IN TUE RETAIL PRICE OF FOOD. 

~ ~ 0 

~ Years. <i:I ~ d B .µ <!) e ...: ,,; 
"' .!:.4 

~ .8 ~ .s 
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--------------------

1899 .................. . ......... . .... ·· ···· . . . . .. ·· · ··· ........•....• •• •...... . 
1900......... . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 2 2 1 5 3 10 
1901..... .. . . .. . . .. 1 4 1 6 6 4 15 5 21 14 
1902.... . .. .. . . .. . . 11 17 4 14 11 11 26 14 21 17 
1903......... 7 16 23 7 9 9 10 24 13 19 18 
1904....... . . 26 18 29 7 8 11 11 21 11 26 17 

- 1905..... . ... 26 21 30 9 8 14 13 24 15 14 16 
1906....... . . 14 26 32 16 11 21 18 35 21 14 15 
1907........ . 24 29 36 20 14 26 20 40 30 25 19 

PER CENT OF AN?\TUAL INCREASE IN WAGES. 

...: d <!) .... .... ...: ,bd 

~ ~ ~ 
0 

"' <!) "' ~ ~ 
~ .E 

Years. I>-. s ~ ~ ~ s "' ~ 
0 C'll 

:;;i ] A 0 ~ .s s ~ 
0 
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~ 0 ~ <ii ::l .8 0 0 ~ ~ IIl 0 0 H ~ P-t w ~ --------------------
1899 ... . .. . .. 4 1 3 3 . ..... .. 1 4 6 3 2 8 
1900 ..•.. . .•. 6 6 10 3 .. .. 8. 3 10 9 4 4 7 
1901. · · ···· · · 12 7 15 7 6 14 14 7 10 9 
1902 .....• . .. 18 7 23 10 12 10 19 23 10 19 14 
1903 ........ . 24 9 30 13 14 12 24 31 17 26 22 
1904 ... . ..... 27 13 29 15 14 12 27 33 24 29 23 
1905 ......... 32 15 33 16 14 13 29 39 28 29 24 
1906 ......... 38 18 41 20 22 16 36 48 31 35 34 
1907 .......•. 40 23 51 24 29 20 42 53 48 39 35 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, as a Republican and an ad
mirer of our great and good President I frankly confess that I 
enter upon the diS<!ussion of the measure before us with some
what of embarrassment. But if as a Republican and a believer 
in reciprocity I have some embarrassment in opposing this bill, 
which bas been labeled a reciprocity measure, how much greater 
must be the embarrassment of the gentlemen on the other side of 
the aisle, who but recently commissioned by the American 
people, as they understand it, to revise the tariff along Demo
cratic lines-whatever that may be-finu themselves confronted 
at the very threshold of their opportunity and responsibility 
with the necessity of accepting from a Republican Presi<leut 
this measure which they present as the first fruits of their 
promises to the American people in the last campaign. If we 
recollect what they promised aright, it was that they were to 
remove the duty from certain trust-made goods, that they were 
going to reduce certain so-called " iniquitous schedules" of the 
Payne tariff bill, but lo and behold, this triumphant and yocifer
ous majority, immediately upon being convened in special ses
sion, accept from a Republican President a measure prepared 
under his direction and present it without the opportunity of 
amending it by so much as a word, a line, or a syllable. It 
occurs t<;> me that this must be a trying situation for tlle gentle
men on the other sic1e. 

I have no criticism to ·make of anyone connected with the 
executive departments of the Government with regard to the 
negotiation of the agreement, the fruit of which is presented 
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in the measure before us. The President in his message to 
Congress presenting the agreement gaye to us the reasons which 
actuated him, and referred to the conditions and circumstances 
which in his opinion warranted an effort on his part to make a 
trade agreement with Canada which he hoped, of course, would 
be advantageous to the people of both countries. The President 
having secured the best agreement he could under the circum
stances-and how far that agreement before us differs from 
the hopes and expectations with which the negotiations were 
undertaken we can not say-it became his duty to transmit the 
finished product to Congress for its consideration. 

RESPONSIBILITY RESTS WITH CONGRESS. 

He did his duty, he accepted his responsibility. The measure 
is before us, the responsibility is now ours. We have now our 

, duty to perform, and it occurs to me that what we shall do with 
regard to this measure depends very largely upon what we view 
to be onr duty and responsibility under the circumstances. This 
being the case, I would like to propound this query to gentlemen 
on this side of the Chamber. 

Had this measure come as an original product of the labors 
of the Ways and Means Committee of the House, had they 
initiated the legislation and presented it to us without oppor
tunity to amend, how many votes would there have been on 
this side of the Chamber for the measure when the vote 
came upon its passage? In my opinion, very few. On the 
other hand. is there anyone who in the wildest flight of fancy 
can picture a condition under which . the Democratic majority, 
elected on the promises that temporarily swept them into power, 
would upon their own motion and their own volition haye pre
sented to the House this measure in its present form? Had 
anything of that kind occurred, had this been the handiwork 
and product of a Democratic Ways and Means Committee of 
the House, and presented without the opportunity of amend
ment, how many votes would there have been for it on that 
side of the Chamber? And, gentlemen, our duty and responsi
bility is in nowise lessened or affected by tbe fact that this 
"pact," as it is called on the other side-and it is "packed" 
with disaster to American industries, from start to finish-that 
this pact did not originate in the House of RepresentatiYes, 
where under the Constitution it should and by the law it must 
originate, but originated elsewhere. Our duty remains the 
same as though it had originated in a constitutional way aud 
been presented in the ordinary course of business. Whaternr 
others may think about it, :Mr. Chairman, I shall deem it my 
duty, touching this measure, to yote against it, as I would have 
voted against it had it originated in a committee of this bo<ly. 

NOT TRUE RECIPROCITY. 

This is called a reciprocity agreement; but who ever heard 
of a reciprocity agreement in competing articles? That is a 
curious and jaundiced view of reciprocity which says to the 
farmers along 3,000 miles of our border, "You must surrender 
your magnificent markets to your only formidable competitor, 
because, forsooth, the Canadian Go\ernmcnt proposes to lower 
the duty on coal for the benefit of its own people in central Can
ada." What sort of reciprocity is that which assumes that the 
stockmen throughout the length and breadth of the land shall 
be pleased with the arrangement because, while their industry 
is to suffer from the competition of all of the surplus of Cana
dian live stock, at the same time and in the same pact tbe 
Canadian Government is endeavoring to give its people cheaper 
cottonseed oil and early tomatoes? There is no reciprocity in 
the measure from a Republican standpoint, but rather the sur
render of the markets of our farmers and stockmen in the hope 
of helping not them but other classes of our citizens. 

AS TO "SPECIAL INTERESTS." 

Few arguments have been made for the measure, that I have 
heard; but in lieu of arguments there has been a lot of declama-. 
tion, and some gentlemen have suggested that we should support 
the measure because certain "special interests" are said to be 
against it. . 

The only " special interest" I have heard from that is a~ninst 
the measure unanimously and everywhere is the special inte1·cst 
upon which rest the foundations of this Republic, the s1111ch1l 
interest which is the bone and the sinew, the hope and the de
fense of the Union-the farmers and the stockmen of the 
United States. [Applause on tbe Republican side.] 

But while we are talking about " special interests," let us not 
forget that there are powerful special interests moving hcaYcn 
and earth in its support. For instance, there is the special 
interest that speaks every day with a million tongues that is 
for the pa<;!t because of the hope that it will give them, the 
great newspapers, temporarily at lPnst, cheaper print pap2r . 
though it may destroy American industries employing tens of 
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thousands of American workingmen. Great raih·oad systems 
on bothi sides of the international boundary are for it because 
it will increase their business. Great coal interests in l?cnnsyl
\a.nia and. West Virginia. are for it because they indulge_ the 
fond hope· that of trhe· 8 cents reduction in the Canadian coal 
duty tbey- will get a small crumb ; I hope they, at least, will not 
be <lisn.ppointecl, for they are the only American. citizens who 
c:m. ever· i;et any benefits under this bill without injury to their 
fellow citizens. 'llhe gre:it milling interests are. for. it because 
they beliern· it. will help their· business. 

WORSE TILLli' IT AI'PEilS . 

The agreement is ba.d enough on its fa.cc in all conscience-
the surrender of five millions of duty upon the remission by 
Qauadn of half that sum; the surrender of the splendid market 
of 02.,000,000 people in the hope of obtaining· the uncertain. mar
ket of 7,u00,000 people, 65 per cent of which we alrea.dy have in 
spite of the preferential tariffs , in fasor of other countries. But 
tilese facts, writ in letters so plain that he· who runs may re::td 
ancl the wayfaring man, though a fool, may not err therein, tell 
only half of the story. The fact is that for those products to 
which we. give free entry into our ports we furnish an. absolutely 
unlimited market, while as to those products for which Canada 
gi\es-- us free trade or a lower duty we either have the market 
now or conditions are sucll that it i& utterly impossible for us 
to increase our trade tllere. 

Does an:yone doubtr who understands the gre:it grain and mill
ing business of the country that with this agreement in foree all 
the surplus of Canadian wheat will come through our. ports, 
and that, great exporting nation that we arc, we will purchase 
all tllose grains and give them the benefit of our splendid chan
nels of export, nnd that the same tiling will occur with regard 
to live stock? .As fov print paper we will furnish an unlimited 
market. .And what do we get in return?. A:. reduation• of the 
dt1ty on cottonseed oil, a slight reduction of the duty on conl, 
rodnctions that by no possibility can be of any advantage to· 
.Amcrica.n citizens or extend American trade. 

man COST OF IJIVIXG. 

But the gentlemen have sn.id tilnt we must not mind' that, that 
this !)net or agreement was entered into for the purpose and 
with the expectation of reducing the high cost of linng; and 
thnt it will' have n wonderful effect in that direction. 

A month a.go it might have been worth while to have spent 
some time arguing against that proposition, but it is scarcely 
necessary now, for the proponents of the measure liuve them
selves Uecn spending all tlie time they hu""Ve spent in argument in 
trying to prove that they did not mean what they originally 
said and to assure us that by no possibility can the tearing 
cTuwn of_ the tariff wall as against Canadian products re<luce the 
price of American farm produce. .Ah, the trouble is the gentle
men started in originally to prove too much, and now they nre 
cnde.noring-to proYe too muc11 in the other direction. The fact 
is thnt this agreement will not furnish the ultimate consumer 
any product of the farm, the mine, or the- forest cheaper th:m 
he is now obtaining it, but will largely reduce the income of. the 
Amcrlcnn prouucer in those lines. 

EveI.Jone who knows anything about the fa.rmillg business 
knows that a difference of 10, 15, or 20 cents a bushel in the 
price ot a farmer's wheat means the difference between n fair 
profit and absolute loss. We all know that the difference of a 
cloll!lr or $2·a bead in cattle or of 50 cents or a dollar a head for 
slleep menn.s to the stockman tlle differenae· between success 
ancl disaster. .And yet who is there who believes that such 
reductions wonltl eyer reach the table of the ultimate consumer 
or benefit those who consume tile products? 

Wheat must pass tilrough the hands of the miller, the jobber, 
the retailer, ancl to the baker, and the difference in pi:icc, which 
to the Dakota farmer spells ruini will ne.n~r be discovered in 
the price of the. loaf of bread upon the table of the consumer. 
Cattle and sheep must go to the packing house and pay henry 
freight charges on the way, pass on to the jobbers, to the 
butchers, and finally come to the table of the consumer; and 
a reduction in price, which to the stock growers in my country 
means disaster, will ne.n~r be noted in the price which the con
sumer pays for the pr~cluct in the butcher shops of the country. 

E..'-'COUIU.GIXO C.L,aDLl::-i DFJYELOP:UEXT. 

There is an objection to this agreement which appeals T'el'Y 
strongly to the people of the intermountain States who are de
sirous of seeing their. country settled and developed. For a 
nurnbm: of years past there has been a strong tide of immigra
tion from the United States into the Canadian northwest · 
mostly of substantial farmers and. business men of some mean~, 
the T'ery classes we. need tlle most for the settlement ancl de
velopment ~ our region. These people have been passing 
through our territory by the thousands, lured to Canada by 

. extensive advertising, setting forth· the liberality of Canadian 
land laws <!ompured. with· ours and therefore the better oppor
tunity of secUl'ing a home and. a farm' cheaply. This agreement, . 
i1roviding; as it does, that the immigrant to the Ca.nadian north
west shall enjoy additional advantages by hu:v.ing- free· access to 
our markets for his produce and his live stock, will tend to 
further encourage ancL increase the settlement of Canada.. by 
A:mcr.ican farmers-, thus retarding" and delaying- the settlement 
and development of oui:- Intermountain States. 

I take off my hat to the gentlemen. who, on behalf of the 
Dominion of Canada, negotiated this . treaty. [Applause on the 
Republican side.] No longer. may the Yankee pride himself on. 
being. the great trader of the world. I commend! to him ouv 
Canadian cousin• Those gentlemen knew the· trade and: indus
tries of their country, and they drew- an agreement en~ry line 
of which ga.""Ve them the advantage of the wonderful markets-of 
the most" wonderful country· on ea.11th in exchange foi; seeming 
advantnges in the markets· of a lhnd. where; in spite of all pref
erential tariffs against us, we now practically control all the 
markets worth while. 

1:-l'TERESTI:N"G DETAILS: 

Here is an illustration of one of the minor matters not 
onrlooked in.. this pact. Up on our northern boundary, west 
of Lake Superior, is a great railway line, and the heroic builder 
of tbat great overland· system. is an exceedingly earnest sup
porter· of this- measme. That railroad is, I believe, the largest 
single importen of coal from Canada into the United States. 
Uncler the Dingley bill the duty on lump or run-of-mine bitu
minous coal was G2 cents and on slack or fine coal 15 cents 
per ton. 

It so happened: that by certain 'llrcasu1'Y decisions the im
porter of coal came to receive the slack rate upon an estimate 
of all the fine coal. in e.very shipment,. with. the result that the 
impor,tel' was only paying the higher.· rate upon· about two-thirds 
of our importations . 

This, of course, was a fraud on the Treasury, for commer
cially slack is the fine dust:, cuttings, and broken coal produced 
in the process of mining and screening. It is sord at a low 
price. Oftentimes there is no market for it,, but at any r.ate it . 
is always cheap compared. with commercial grades of coal sell
ing at from one-fifth to one-third of the price; therefore this 
being n cheap product is entitled to a comparati\ely low· rnte. 
Under the. Treasury ruling referred to, howe-rer, the importer 
received the slack rate on as great iin amount of every shipment 
of tile higlieJ: priced coal as he could bndger the·customs officials 
into accepting as being. fine enough to pass through a half-inch 
screen. In order to put an end to this practice· a provision was 
placeu in· the Payne bill in which the rate on coal wa&· reduced 
to 45 cents per · ton and the slack rate remained at 151 cents, to 
the effect that the slack rate should only apply· to slack pro
ducecl at the mine and shipped as such; and behold, the· per
centage of' slack in our importations decreased from· about one
tllird to about one-sixth or less of the total importations, 
though the same proportion of nctual slack was imported as be
fore. In this agreement we find a provision which, while it 
does not change the slack rate, does restore the language of the 
Dinglcy bill. 

The railroad to which I refer imports, I think, about three
qunrters of a million tons of coal a. year, and if under this 
change of phraseology we shall go back to the old practice under 
tho same language, r estimate that the difference in duty pafd. 
will amount to a \ery nen.t sum of money per. annum, possibly 
somewhere between $60,000 and $15,000 on the imnortations of 
thnt ono railway. 

This is only ono of the details which indicate that while no 
one here seems to ha\e known anytliing about the details of 
this agreement during the time that it was under conslderation. 
yet some interested people must have known much about it dur
ing the clays of its negotiation. 

REVIVAL OF DOCTilIXD OF MACHIAIELLI. 

l\Ir. Chairman, if I had time I should like to go into tile 
agreement in some considerable detail,. but my- time is brief, 
and I want to close by referring to the fact that the considera
tion of this measure has developed a -,cry remarkable philoso
phy; a philosophy pronounced and promulgated some centnries 
ago in Florence, but agninst which the good sense ancl the- fair
ness of the world rebelled, a philosophy at this late date resur
rected and reincarnated, apparently to serve tlle purposes 
of a temporary majority on· the• other side of the aisle. 'llhis· 
philosophy has been stated in varying terms by several gentle
men on the other side, among them the gentleman• from Wis
consin [Mr. KoNoP]. But the gcntleIIl!ln who.most clen.rly state<l 
it to the House was the gentleman from Pennsyl mnia.. [Mr. 
P .ALMER] in his speech to the House when this m·easure was for-
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merly uncler consicleration. Before I refer to what he said, I seem to OYerlook the fact that we asked for bread and they 
wnnt ·to refresh your memory with the fact that it has been have giv.en us a stone, or, at least, a lemon. 
admitted by speakers who are defending the .measure on both They pass the bottle with the good old label on it, bnt the 
sides of the Chamber that it is unfair, unjust, inequitable, and real thing has been removed and the bottle ha.s been refilled 
full of inequalities, but nevertheless ought to be passed. This with a bitter eoncoction, and when some are disposed to make 
is the contribution of the gentleman from Pennsylvania: faces and grimaces they simply point with an assuring smi1e to 

Again, while many features of the agreement !-'cacb.ed by. the parties the good old label. 
will work injury, at least temporary, and po s1bly rnjust1ce to some Now, even in Iowa, prohibition Iowa, I am not quite certain 
particular sections of eacb country, if the common good of tbe entire that all of her people would be satisfied with a mere label, and 
peopl P. of eit.i1er country is subscrved by the agreement as a whole, it is I am suspicious that the constituents of the distinguished genthe part of statesmanship for the Government of the country so af-
fected to disreg-ard the local or sectional disadvantages and injuries and tleman from North Carolina and the gentleman from Kentucky 
consider only the total net result of the contract. would not be satisfied with mere labels, however assuring or in· 

TIJE coM1'ro:s oooD. spiring. We are not satisfied with a bottle labeled "reciproc-
When did it happen, gentlemen, that the common good was ity,'' we want some of the real thing in it. 

onght else but tlrn sum of individual and local well-l>eing? My objection to the Payne tariff bill was not so much that 
When did it occur tllat common good could be founded npon the duties were too high, but tllat they were adjusted in such a 
inequality, upon injustice, upon the destruction of indush·y? manner as to be unfair; unfair, if you please, to the great agri
When wns it considered good governmental policy to sacrifice cultural Middle West, of which my State is a part. 
a part of tae people for the benefit of others? Not since the I never could see any justification in putting hides upon the 
days of Machiavelli, whose name has become synonymous with free list while retaining the products manufactured from them 
that discredited philoso11by which would sacrifice a large por- upon the protected list. 
tion of the people in the hope of benefiting others. According The farmers of my section of the country, however, were con
to this philosophy, American citizens, American industries, soled by the assurance that if they allowed the tariff to be 
American communities are to be considered as pawns upon the taken from hides that they would be recompensed for their loss 
chesSboard, to be sacrificed without mercy and without consid- by an equal or greate:r reduction in the price of boots, shoes, 
eration if by their sacrifice some temporary gain shall be bnd and other leather products which they bought. 
in a desperate political game. From this doctrine of 1\fachia- The agricultural West has certainly waked up and found that 
Yelli, from this doctrine of selfishness and injustice I appeal to they were banded a lemon in that matter. While hides have 
the Republican doctrine of true reciprocity and protection for steadily gone down, boots, shoes, and all other leather products 
nil citizens and all industries. [Applause on the Republicnn haye speedily gone up. While being compelled to sell their own 
si<le.] products for less, they are compelled to pay more for what they 

Mr. Chairman, under Republican reciprocity the people of both buy. They have been hit both coming and going. 
countries, of both peoples to the agreement, are benefited, and Now, gentlemen, that is unfair. I find lurking in this pro
no one is injured. Under Republican reciprocity and protection posed reciprocity agreement the same element of unfairness. 
the benefits extend to every citizen and every industry. We seek In fact, it is accentuated. The Payne bill only puts hides on 
the common good, not through injustice and discrimination, bnt the free list. This measure, now fathered by the majority, puts 
through benefits conferred upon all alike, by surrounding this not only hides, but hoofs, horns, and tail, and all between on 
great Nation with its high standard of living, with its high- the free list, and still leaves boots and shoes on the protected 
wage scale, with its splendid opportunities, on Slll sides by tlle list. Can anyone tell me why wheat should be on the free list 

and flour on the protected list? Are not the millers of this 
tariff wall of protection, without which you can not keep out the country, with their large capital, extended experience, splendid 
inundating tides of the products.. of pauper labor and peon mills, and latest improved machinery as able to compete with 
conditions and maintain American standards and promote the millers of Canada in the manufacture of flour as are the 
American ideals. From the new doctrine of the temporary farmers of the United States able to compete with the farmers 
majority on that side___....that it is proper and right to sacrifice of Canada? If not, why not? 
American communities here and there, in the vain hope that 'l'he tenets of my party prescribe that we shall haT'e a tarit? 
other American communities may prosper thereby-I appeal to sufficiently high to equal the difference between the cost of 
the beneficent policy that for the last 50 years, under the lead- production at home and abroad. Every man, I believe, who has 
ership of the Republican Party, has built up, established, and spoken upon this subject in this Congress or the last, has ad
maintained here the most universally prosperous conditions ever mitted that the cost of production of wheat is less in Canaua 
known among men. [Applause on the Republican side.] than in the United States. Why is not wheat, under the tenets 

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the of our party, entitled to that much protection? Practically 
gentleman from: Iowa [Mr. PROUTY] · eYery man who has spoken upon the subject, either at this ses-

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. Chairman, I belong to that verdant class sion of Congress or the last, has admitted that articles conlU be 
known as the new Members. I recognize the courtesies and manufactured in this country, on the whole, as cheaply as they 
precedents of this floor, which dictate that new l\fembers should could in Canada. If this is true, the tenets of our party, hon
be seen and not heard, and I came here with a chastened resolve estly applied, would remove protection from manufactured ar-
to respect that custom; but the course of this debate has simply ticles rather than from agricultural products. . 
made it impossible for me to keep still, and this is my only ex- The advocates of this measure rnnke this strong argument in 
planation or apology for fracturing a custom or breaking my its defense on the ground that it will 6ring cheaper food to the 
own chaste and strong resolves. laboring man. If that is the r eal ol>ject, why should there l.Je 

I come from a section of the country where agriculture is its protection upon flour? The laboring men of this country eat 
principal source of wealth. While we are not all farmers in flour, not wheat. [Applause.] 
Iowa, we all realize that it is impossible to injure the agricul- It is plain that there is a combination between the large mill-
tural interests without affecting every department of business. 'ing interests of this country to maintain prices on flour. If that 

This fact makes this situation embarrassing to me. I am a is true, what advantage can the consumer of flour receive by an 
firm believer in Canadian reciprocity, and for years have been agreement that allows wheat to be bought by the miller cheaper 
n humble advocate of it on the prairies of Iowa. I advocated but protects him from competition? The miller can still hold 
it, however, because I believed that it would be of benefit to his price just us high as be did before. 
the agricultural interests of my State ; that it would have a Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman permit a question? 
tendency at Jeast to brenk the power of some large organizations The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Iowa yield to 
that had monopolized the American market, and were exacting the gentleman from Texas? 
unreasonable prfces from the farmer. I never advocated it for Mr. PROUTY. Certainly. 
the purpose or with the hope that it would reduce the price of Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman vote with us for free flour? 
agricultural products. Mr. PROUTY. With Canada? 

I am now puzzled with the dilemma of supporting or opposing l\Ir. HARDY. Yes; and with the balance of the world. 
n measure that represents the principles I have advocated. but l\Ir. PROUTY. No, sir. 
so applied as to produce exactly opposite results from what I Again, if the stock raisers of this country -are compelled to 
had intended should be accomplished by it. raise cattle and sell them in competition with those rai sed in 

Instead of putting 11pon the free list the articles of rnonopo- Canada, why should not the American packer be compelled to sell 
listic manufacture in this country, this bill safely protects and meat products in competition with the Canadian packer? Is it 
guards them, while the agricultural products alone are made possible that the American packer can not compete with the 
to feel the withering effect of free competition with the cheap, Canadian packer, if he gets cattle at the same price? 
fertile fields of Canada. The advocates of this bill now haye What are the conditions which make it necessary to protect 
the affrontery to tell us that because we have been advocating the packer and leave the stock raiser open to the effects of 
reciprocity we are now getting just what we asked for. They l competition? 
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It is not an idle guess tlrn.t the great packers of this country 
arc in a conspiracy to maintain prices and throttle competition 
in this country. They :!re under indictment for that very act, 
and the only defense that they have so far offered is that they 
have been at it so long that it is now barred by the statute of 
limitation, and that the Government knew it so well that it is 
now entrapped. [Laughter.] Is the GoYernment under obliga
tions, while prosecuting theru for conspiracy, to m:iintuin prices 
to shield theru from foreign competition so that they may be 
able to hol<l up prices? Our recently elected United States 
Senator fTom Iowa is going to stop at Chicago on his way frorn 
Des :Moines to Washington long enough to put some of those 
fellows in the penitentiary. [Laughter.] What good will that 
do the consumer if the monopoly is still protected? 

I would like for some one to show us how it will m.ake 
cheaper beef to the consumer if the packers have a monopoly. 
If they have a monopoly, as soon as cattle come into tileir pos
session, whether from Canada or the United States, they are 
subject to the same conditions, and they can, they have, and 
they will fix the price to the consumer with very little regard 
to the original cost of cattle. 

:;\11.'. :HARDY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. P-ROUTY. I would like to yield to the gentleman from 

Texas, but I can not spare the time. 
If the United States is going to secure cheaper meat products 

to the laboring men of this country, they must devise a system 
that will maintain competition not only at the point of produc
tion, but clear up to the point of consumption. If they want 
to help the laboring man, they must keep in mind that laboring 
men eat beef, not cattle; they eat pork, not hogs; they eat 
mutton, not sheep. [Laughter and applause on Republican 
side.] Why, then, put upon the free list the things they do 
not use and leave protected the things they do? 

Mr. IIARDY. Will the gentleman yield for a. question 1 . 
lllr. PROUTY. Yes; I will yield. 
Mr. HARDY. I want to answer the gentleman. 
Mr. PROUTY. No; not answer. That should be in the gen

tleman's own time, not mine. 
:Ur. HARDY. I want to say that we do not think it necessary 

to give a duty on meat; that :we favor. frc.e meat, too. 
Mr. PROUTY. Why, then, do you not put it in the measure 

that you propose to railroad through with the gentle assistance 
of the steam roller? 

Mr. HAnDY. Because we know that some of you on that 
side want to kill the treaty by adding something tha.t will not 
go through. That is, it will that way be held in the Senate. 
[Laughter on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. PROUTY. .Again, if by this. reciprocity treaty it was 
intended to furnish cheaper lumber to the farmer as an offset 
for those losses that ho sustains, it, in a large measure, fails in 
its purpose. 'Vhlle it puts rough lumber on the free list, it 
leayes all kin<ls of manufactured lumber still on the protected 
list. Everyone familiar with the consumption of lumber in this 
counh·y knows that by far the greater per cent of it is used 
in manufactured form; that is, it is planed on one side or both; 
on one edge or both edges; grooved, flanged, or otherwise pre
pared. This necessarily must be done by the mills. The rough 
lumber will therefore be bought by the mills in C:mada, anu 
before distribution in the United States, as is claimed, the lum
ber of Canada. will be subject to the same conditions as the 
American product is now. While it will enable the mills to 
secure cheaper rough lumber, I fail to see how it will assist 
very ·materially in enabling the ultimate consumer to receive 
chea~r dressed or otherwise manufactured lumber. Take the 
duty off all kinds of lumber, and then you will enable the 
farmer to get cheaper lumber, because it will enable the Cana
diim mills to ship their product direct to the farmyard in 
the United States, and thus amid the combination of the 
.American lumbermen. · 

It is claimed that the rnanufuctUl'e and sale of agricultural 
implements in this country is monopolizec.1; thnt one concern 
controls the trn<le. C:rn nnyone tell me why the Government 
is nnder obligations to protect their product from competition 
while leaving exposed to corupetition the man who uses them? 
Can anyone give me a rational reason why the man who makes 
the plow should be protecte<l more than the man behind the 
plow? 

The Goverllllient has recently indicted and is pressing for 
trial the members of the Bathtub Trust. · 

This is a trust that controls plumbers' supplies in the United 
States. What justification can there be for the Government to 
prosecute these people for comlJinntion to maintain prices and 
at the same time affor<l them i1rotc.ction from competition so 
that they may maintain prices? I Yenture the assertion that 
the remoyal of the duty on plumbing material would do more 

in a nighttime to destroy thnt trust than all the grand juries 
and district attorneys could do in 10 years. 

The reason I am not satisfie<l with section 3 in the bill pro· 
posed by the majority is because it is indefinite. It does not 
declare for any policy. It simply authorizes and requests the 
President to continue ·negotiations, without marking out any 
course along which these negotia.tions should proceed. I be
lieve it is not only within the province but it is the duty of 
Congress, as the representatives of the people, to declare for a 
national policy. 

If it is the judgment of this Congress that the President of 
the United States should. continue negotiations for the purpose 
of putting upon the free list pumpkins, turnips, and popcorn
w hich seem by accident to have been omitted from the free 
list-let us do so ; but if, on the other hand, we believe these 
negotiations should be continued with the view fo putting on 
the froo list some articles which would, in a measure, compen~ 
sate the agricultural interests of this country, let us have the 
courage to do so. 

In tbe substitute I shall offer for section 3 I ha:ve described 
with uetail the articles that I believe should be put upon the 
free list, if it is intended to secure compensating benefits to the 
agricultural interests of this country. If the amendment I offer 
shall carry, I beli"eve it will compensate the farmers of my sec· 
tion of the country sufficiently to warrant me in supporting the 
measure; but if it is not so amended, I shall be constrained to 
vote against it. 

I can easily understand and comprehend the situation on thn.t 
side cf the House [pointing to the Democratic side]. Its ma
jority and leadership come from a section of the country whose 
staple products will not be affected materially by this measure. 
They can not raise cotton, cane, rice, or peanuts in Can.a<ln.. 
But I apprehend that if there was a large and fertile tract of 
land skir ting the Southern Stutes where these commodities 
would gl!ow better and could IJe raised cheaper than in their 
own territory, and it was proposed to tear clown the tariff wall, 
we would be permitted to witness girations ancl contortions on 
that side of the House [pointing to the Democratic side] that 
we will not be permitted to see to-day. 

In the high and patriotic ideals of Democracy there still 
seems to be room for the homely rule "that it makes a differ~ 
ence whose ox is gored." But I wish to remind the gentlemen 
from the South of the eternal h·uth tba.t "what is sauce for 
the goose is sauce for the gander." If we of the North are to 
furnish free popcorn for the boys of the South, you gentlemen 
of the South should fnmish free peanuts to our girls of the 
North. 

There are some men on this side of the House [pointing to 
the Republican side] who are opposed to this measure for ex
actly the opposite reason that I am. They fear that it will 
establish a precedent thn.t will lend to the including of manu
factured articles as well as agricultural articles in the free list 
with Canada. I am frank to say to you that if I were sure that 
it would lead to tba.t result I would favor it 

I might be able to say to my agricultural friends in Iowa 
that while they had lost in the price of the product they had for 
sale they were perhaps reaping n substantially equal benefit 
from the reduced price of the things they had to buy. 

The agricultural districts of the United States are simply 
asking for justice, not favors. They simply insist that that 
which they sell and that which they buy must be either on the 
free list or on the protected list. Now, that is fair. 

The agricultural interests of this country have been held to 
the ca use of protection from the time of the institution of the 
system by the argument thnt it was to the advnntage of the 
farmer to build up a home market; t.hnt js, to bring the factory 
alongside the farm. With full belief in thn.t theory, anu witll 
full faith in their Government that when they had once built 
up that market they woulcl be allowed to iweserve it for them
selyes, tile agricultural interests of this country have for more 
than half a century borne the burden of protecting American 
manuf.nctures, and I can not help but feel that it is grossly 
unfair to this industry to take away this market, that their own 
sacrifice has built up, and open it up to the foreigners, who 
uever contributed a dollar for its upbuiluing, and just at a tirno 
w·hen tile conditions of national productibn and trade makes 
i ·: ~s market of special a<lrnntage and interest to the American 
farmer. [.Applause on the Republican side.] 

The gentlemen who are now offering this bill seem to admit 
its unfairness to the American farmer, for they announce that 
they haye another bill putting upon the free list most or all the 
items of which I have ma<le complaint. Now, these gentlemen 
know that while that measure may possibly pass the House 
it can not pass in its present form the Senate, and if perchance 
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it t:hould pass both Houses of Congress it can not pass the veto confidence in his judgment, respect for his opm10n, ndmira
of the President. Auel this Congress will adjoum with furru tion for his ability, faith in his sincerity of ·purpose, and rccog
pro<lucts on tbe free list nnd everything the farmers buy still nize that in negotiating this trqde agreement n.nd in urging 
on tlle i1rotected list. The gentlemen in charge of these mens- its approval he has been actuated by the purest of motives, 
ures know tllat. But tlley onJy smile, and think it n good joke witll no otller object in view than to render to his country and 
on tlle Republicru:is. It may be a good joke on the Republicans, countrymen the highest service possible. I rei,,..-rret exceedingly 
but it is n h11rd one on the farmer . that in this matter I cnn not follow his leadership. · 

'Yhile tllcre are many things in that bill for which I shoulcl Free trade in farm products with Canada wi~l result in irrep-
be glad to vote, there rrrc some things in it that will prevent its arable loss to the farmers of the United States. Agriculture is 
receinng rny npprovnl. I might be willing, as a reciprocal ar- the foundation of our wealfli, tlle bedrock on which rests om."' 
raugement, to haYc the American farmer put in competition industrial fabric, the pillar that upholds our free institutioBs, 
\Yitll tl.!c Canadian farmer, bnt I am not yet willing to allow an<l the mainstay of our national strength and greatness. 
tlle American farmer to come into competition with the world. Dep1·ession in agriculh1re means paralysis in trade transpor-

This JJill, which they have designated as tll:e "farmers' free- tntion, mining, and manufacturing. Prosperity to the 10,000,000 
list " bill, vuts upon the free list beef, vea}, mutton, lamb, pork, persons employed on our 6,000,000 farms means prosperity t<> 
and n.11 kinds of meat. This would .throw the American farmer all-prosperity to the ti,000,000 persons employed in trade, 
into direct competition, not merely with Canada, but witll ~fex- commerce, and transportation; prosperity to the 7,000,000 per
ico, .Argentine Republic, and the other countries to the south sons employed in mech:rnical pursuits and manufacturing 
of us, where everybody knows cattle can be raised for less than estn:blishments; prosperiey to the 1,000,000 employed in oar 
one-half what they can in this country. If you will .take the mines; prosperity to the · 5,000,000 peJ.tSons employed in per
tariff o.rr the beef and mutton from the Argentine Republic, it sonal and unclassified service; and prosperity to the one nnd a 
will drirn the product of Iowa, Illinois, and Nebraska from the quarter million of persons employed in professional pursuits. 
runrkets of all the eastern cities. Right now mutton in re- Any legislation, any nn:tional policy that lays the hand of 
frigcration is being shipped from Argentina. into· the New adversity upon the farmers of our country, will stal't in motion 
York markets, and after paying a duty of n. dollar and a half a great tidal wave of disaster, that wifil go on and on, in
per lrnndred is still aDie to comIJete with the Amel'ica.n product. creasing in force, until it envelops every industry and business 
How long would it take to driYe out the American mutton if fn the land. 
the tariff was removed? Canadian rcciproeity as exemplified: by the proposed legisla-

Tlle reason I favor putting these matters in. the reciprocity tion has not been in recent times nn issue before the American 
agreement is that we could not include it in the general tariff people. It was not an issue in the campaign of 1908. It was 
law and make it applicable to Canada alone. This would be. n. not an issue in the campaign of 1910. No national convention 
violation of what is known as the " favored nations" clause in of any political party has made a declaration thereon. Sen~
our treaties with the principal nations of the world. It could tors and Representatives in this Congress, as a rule, were not 
be put into a reciprocal agreement with Canada without open- elected on this issue. We have not discussed this question be
ing up the markets of the South. American farmers could fore our. constituents. It is a new question. The facts have. not 
probably stand the competition from the north, but they are been presented to the people. The farmers and others who teer 
not able to stand the competition of the sooth, and for that that this measure would affect them injuriously !lave had no 
reason I am not able to give my support. opportonity to be beard.. No intellfgent~ trustworthy public 

'..li'he reason I do not like this treaty is that it is unfair to. the sentiment has been formecI on the subject. In great questions 
agricuHurnl industry of this country. It puts upon the free like this, affecting vitally the national interests of the people,. 
list practicaIJy e.verything ·tha.t the f'armer produces and pnts Congress should follow public opinion.. It is our duty to crys
scarcely nothing on the free- list that he con:smnes. Now, this tallize public sentiment into law. As Representuth'es. in Con
is unfair. Very many a:ble men have, howev-er, s::ticl upon this gress there is no safer guide for· us than the will of the people. 
:floor th..-i.t this reciprocity agreement would not materiaUy In this m~tter no man can say he is following. public sentiment,. 
injure the farmers; thn.tr it would not reduce the price of their for no real public sentiment bas been formed. Without an in
commodities. That may be true, but I nm afraid of it. To teliigent public. sentiment to guicie us, without opportunity to 
say the least, it is experimental, and it seems to me that it is fairly discuss this question before the- American: peopler the. 
time some of these experiments should be tried on some other advocates of this measure propose to enact legislation that will 
department of industry. be more fair-reaching in its influence <1pon the business inter-

This whole situation reminds me of n.. condition that existed csts of this country than rrny other ln.w that has been p~1.ssccl 
tn a certain family in the neighborhood of. m' early childhood. since- the close of the great Clvi1 war. 
There was a. wealthy and aristocJratic. family that had an un- There is no emergency c.alling for immediate action. Our 
:fortunate, demented girl. Her name w:is Sailly. Everybody country is facing no crisis. No great national peril confrontS' 
called her "Silly Sally." The family used her US' a kin<l of an mi. We are. at peace with the. people of Canna:n. and. with a.ll 
cxperimentnl station. When they had a mess of greens, and the rest of the world. Times arc ~ood. Our workmen are em
were not quite certain whether they were mustard or poison ployed at good wages. Internal commerce is flourishing. Our 
weed, they first tried them on Sally. If they had a mess of railways are. busy. Our industries arc acti•e. Th~ country is 
pn..rsnips and were not quite cermin whether they we11e: tame oi: prosperous. Under these conditions. it is unwise to h..astily enter 
wild, .they first tried the~ on ~all.y. If they had edibles from upon a long "VOyag1: of doubt and uncertainty, knowing not 
the tl.Dlber and were a llttle bit m <l:oubt as to whether th~y bcther we. shall land in a hru;bou of peace and safet 
were t?adstool~ or mushrooms, they tried the~ on Sally, and i.1l , ";I n in a wreck that will be the re"'ult of our own f ~l or gg 
tlley did not kill her, then the. rest of the family partook. Poor ow ;j 

0 Y an 
Sally, eYen in her demented condition, finally comprehended the madness. 
purposes for which she was being used, and one day in Iler FARMERS' WORK I~ BUILDIXO NEW STATJil. 

desperation kicked over a pan ot real mushrooms. I have no apology to offer for standing hero in defense ot my 
Now, I want to serve n. notice--a mild and possibly Yerdant · farmer constituents. I was born and reared on n.. farm. r 

notice-upon the :Membe1;s of both sides of this House,.. tllat the know something ot the difficulties with which the farmer con
American fa,rmer is getting rather .tired of pln.ying the I'Ole of tends. I know from personal experience the hardships Im urnst
" Silly Sally;• and is now demanding that these experiments~ endure, and the struggle he must make to maintain. himself and 
01· Eome of them at least, be tried on other members of the family. 
family. [.Long laughter and applause on the Republican side.] Twcn1ly-two years ago to-day I stood on the border, near the 

Mr. DALZELL. M.r. Chairman, I yield 20. minutes to the line between Kansas nnd Oklahoma. I was waiting for the gun to 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 1\IoRGAN] . be fired at 12 o'clock noon, April 22, 1889, giving the si ~:; : :l 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, the bill under consideration for th{} start in. the first great race for homes in the new prorn
provides for the approval of the so-called Canit.dian reciprocity ised land of Oklahoma. With that great rush I went into the 
treaty. ll this bill becomes 11 law and the Canadian Parliament new Territory and have resided there continuously ever since. 
enacts corresponding. legislation, the ngiricultural products of In this 22 years I hm·e been intimately associated with the 
Cunada will be admitted into the United States free of duty, our farmers of that country. I know the sacrifices our homesteaders 
farmers will be placed in direct competition with the farmers of have ma.de in the founding and building of the new State of 
Canada, and agriculture, the most important industry in the. Oklahoma. I know that it has been through the industry, the 
United States, will be robbed of any direct benefit from our pro- toil, the sacrifices, the persistence, the pluck, energy, and intelli
tective-tariff policy~ gence of our farmers that Oklahoma has attaineu such eminence 

This measure comes to us with the indorsement of a Repub- in wealth and population and. has made such a splendid record 
lican President. I entertain the highest regard for our present in the building of homes, churches, and schools, and in the 
Chief Executive, the Hon .. William H oward Taft. I have founding of social and political institutions. 
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CO~STITUEXTS I~ CITIES. 

All my constituents are not farmers. Oklahoma City, wi~hin 
my congressional district, contains 70,000 or 80,000 population. 
I have many smaller cities. I owe to my constituents residing 
in the towns and cities the same consideration that I do those 
residing upon the farms. I can not, however, comprehend ho'Y I 
can help those residing in cities by injuring those who reside 
in the country. Oklahoma is essentially an agricultural State. 
The merchants, bankers, clerks, professional classes, as well as 
all those engaged in mechanical pursuits, manufacturing and 
transportation, must realize tllat they are dependent for their 
own prosperity on the prosperity of our farmers. I am inf~rmed 
that in Oklahoma City there are nearly 5,000 men who are 
members of trade unions and labor organizations. But not a 
single one of these men has written me asking me to support 
this trade agreement with Canada. 
_ GYPS U M ON FREE LIST. 

Before I discuss this pill as to its general effect upon our 
country, I desire to register my objection to the provision that 
places crude gypsum upon the free list. I regard this provision 
a discrimination against Oklahoma, and especially against the 
industrial interests of the second congressional district. There 
are gypsum deposits in 16 States of the Union anu also in 
Arizona and New Mexico. But in no State are the deposits so 
abunuant and of such exce1lent quality as in the State of -Okla
homa. The greater portion of this lies in my congressional 
district. The use of gypsum has largely increased in recent 
years. In 1897 there were but 188,000 tons of gypsum produced 
in the United States, while in 1901), only 12 years later, 
2,252,785 tons were produced. The value of the product in 190!) 
wns $5,906,738. The use of gypsum is being rapidly exteuded. 
and in view of the abundance of the deposit in the United 
States it is apparent that the further extension of its use will 
prove a blessing to mankind. Under the Dingley tariff law, 
approved in 1897, a tariff of 50 cents per ton was placed on 
crude gypsum. This was tbe first duty that was ever levie<l 
upon gypsum. Under this law there were large importations 
of gypsum from Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, and Cape Breton, 
Canadn. This gypsum was not manufactured in Canada, but 
bronght clown by cheap water transportation to gypsum mills 
in New York and other ports along the northenstern Atlantic 
coast line. These manufacturers and the owners of gypsum 
beds in Canada demanded that gypsum be placed on the free 
list. Under the bHl as reported from the Ways and :Means 
Committee of the House, and as it fina1ly prrssed the House. 
the duty on gypsum was reduced from 50 cents to 40 cents per 
ton. But this was further reduced by the Senate bill to 20 
cents per ton; but as the bill finally became a law the duty on 
crude gypsum was fixed at 30 cents per ton. 

The reduction of the duty on gypsum resulted in about 20 
per cent increase in the imports of crude gypsum in ·the year 
1009 compared with the year 1908. With crude gypsum on the 
free list the importations of crude gypsum from Canada will 
largely increase. This will mean that just so much less of our 
own ·gypsum will be mined, manufactured, and consumed in the 
United States. In 1010 the United States collected over 
$100,000 in duty upon crude gypsum. The placing of gypsum 
on the free list will rob the Treasury of that much revenue. 
Canada will be several hundred thousand dollars richer in dis
posing of an increased amount of her crude gypsum. But the 
people who consume gypsum products in building and other 
purposes will get gypsum products no cheaper, as the gypsum 
mills of New York and other eastern cities will have in that 
section a monopoly of the trade. 

My State, and especially my congressional district, has an in
exhaustible supply of gypsum. In my district there are now 
some eight or nine gypsum mills in which large capital has 
been invested. These mills give employment to a large number 
of persons. It requires no argument to show that the increase 
in the importation of Canadian gypsum into the United States 
will decrease the demand for the products of the gypsum mills 
of Oklahoma, retard the expansion of the industry, and reduce 
the amount paid out for wnges. In brief, free gypsum from 
Canada will to some extent at least injure the gypsum industry 
of my congressional district, and this is one of the reasons why 
I can not vote for the so-called reciprocity treaty with Canada. 

GENERAL PROPOSITIONS. 

Before we pass this bill we may well pause and consider 
what results must follow if this reciprocal trade agreement 
shall be put in operation. 

First. How will it affect the farmers of the Untied States? 
Second. How will it affect the farmers of Canada? 
Third. How will it affect the masses of the nonfarming popu

lation of the United States? 

Fourth. Who will reap the chief benefits from Canadian 
reciprocity? 

1Tit tlL Tbe geneml effect and influence this new policy will 
ha rn upon us as a Nation. 

RECIPROCITY WILL INJURE OUR FAR:!IIERS. 

l!'ree trade with Canudn in agricultural products will in
evitably injure the American farmer. There is no escape from 
the result. 

If the proposed reciprocal trade agreement shall be put in 
force, its effect upon tll.e farmer of the United States may be 
summarized as follows: 

1. Reduction in the extent of his market. 
2. Reduction in the price of his products. 
3. Ile<luction in the value of his land. 
4. Reduction in his annnal profits. 
5. Reduction in his ability to support his family. 
6. Reduction in his value as a citizen. 
Tllese results are so certain, sure, and inevitable that they 

seem to be outside the realm of discussion. We can not, of 
course, determine to what extent these re<luctions will be made. 
But reductions all along the line will come. 

REDUCTION' IN UARKET. 

First. There will be a reduction in the market of the farmers 
of the United States. This proposition needs no argument. 
There are over 90,000,000 of people in the United States. Two
thirds of these people are notfnrming population. These peoplo 
are customers of the farmers. Through their ability to con
sume, the market of our farmers is created. With this law in 
effect the farmers of this country must divide their customers 
with the farmers of Canada. This means a reduction in the 
number of customers which our farmers now have. It means a 
division in the market. If you divi<le this market, you make it 
smaller. Our farmers can not girn away part of what they 
have and still retail). all they have. 

REDUCTION IN PRICE OF PRODUCTS. 

Second. There will be a reduction in the price of our farm 
products. This will come, first, as the result of increased com
petition, ancl, second, under the inexorable decree of the law 
of supply and demand. Free trade in Canadian farm products 
will place our farmers in direct competition with Canadian 
farmers. Free competition always means lower prices. Com
petition, even on equality of conditions, may mean loss. Even 
if our farmers have equally as good conditions, there is still 
danger in competition. There woulcl still IJe the absolutQ cer
tainty that this competition must, from the nature of tllings, 
reduce the prices of the products of our farmers. The very 
object and purpose of the tariff on farm products is to relieve 
our farmers from foreign competition. The assertion, so often 
repca tell, that the tariff upon farm products docs not in any 
way affect the .vrice of these products is untrue. There are 
two markets for everything we produce-o-the home market and 
the foreign or world's market. The protective tariff protects 
the farmer in the home market. It gives him that market 
practically free from competition abroad. Our home market 
is the best market in the world, because the customers in that 
market have the ability to buy and to pay good prices. With 
the home market largely free from competition, our farmers are 
then better equipped to go into the worlll's market and com
pete with all other nations in disposing of their surplus 
products. · 

The protective tariff affects the farmer in precisely the same 
way that it affects the manufacturer. It is saiu th~t the _price 
of wheat in Liverpool fixes the price of wheat paid to our 
farmers. I do not concede this proposition. Our manufactur
ers sell their surplus products abroad. In Hl09 our manufac
turers, in finished products, sold in the world's markets goods 
valued nt $440,229,407. They had to compete with the manu
facturers of all other nations in the markets of the world. 
They met these foreign competitors in prices, in quality of 
goods, and in ability as salesmen. But no one pretends that 
these foreign markets where our manufacturers sell their sur
plus products control the prices our manufacturers receive at 
home. 

If Canadian farm products come into our market free of duty, 
importations will be largely increased. In other words, the 
supply of farm products in our mark~ts will be largely in
creased. There will, however, be no corresponding increase in 
the demand for these produc:ts. Then the law of supply and 
demand comes in and decrees that the price must go down. 
We may repeal the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill, but neither the 
Congress of the United States nor the Imperial Parliament oi 
Canada or Great Britain can repeal the law of supply and 
demand in its effect upon prices. 



1911.. CONGRESSIONAL-RECORD-- HOUSE. 471 
• REDUCTION IN •A.LUE oF FARM uNns. I advantages of life, it must then follow that you have thereby 
Third. There will be a reduction in the price of farm ln.nds in made the furmcr a less -valuable citizen. Not less n:i.luable 

the United Stutes. The price of farm products is the greatest. because the farmer will cense to be patriotic, but because by 
factor in measuring tllc \alue of the land. This is demon- legislation you haye shorn him of the means whereby he might 
strated l>y what has taken place in the last 15 years in this serve his country. 
country. There hllS been a large increase in the price of all EFFECT oN THE CANADIAN F.lRJ1rnns. 

farm products and a corresponding increase in the price of Having determined what this reciprocity a~reement will do 
farm lands. to the farmer of the United Stutes, let us briefly consider what 

Eleyen years ago the total value of our annual agricultural effect this trade agreement, if put into force, will have upon the 
products was but $4,417,000,000. In 1009 these products in Canadian farmers. Naturally, the ...-ery reverse will come to the 
value reached the enormous sum of $9,000,000,000. In the Canadian :farmers. Free trade with Canada in agricultural 
meantime there hnd been a large increase in the value of farm products will have the following effect upon the C:rnadian 
lands, this per cent of increase being practically in the same farmer: · 
ratio as the increase in the value of agricultural' products. 1. It will increase and extend his market. 

The CR.AIRMAN (l\ir. RousToN). Does the gentleman from 2. It will increase the price of his products. 
Oklahoma. yield to the gentleman from Indiana? 3. It will increase the Yalue of his land. 

Mr. MOUGAl~. Yes; I will yield for a question. 4. It will increase his annual profits. 
Mr. CULLOP. I want to ask the gentleman one question. 5. It will increase his ability to provide for his family. 

The gentleman says it would affect the price of the farmer's 6. It will increase his \alm~ as a citizen of his country. 
products in this country. How would it affect the price of the Before this bill passes the title of the bill should be 
farmer's products in this -country if this reciprocity measure amended so as to make it read: ".A bill to encourage Canadian 
were adopted? agriculture, extend the market of the Canadian farmer, increase 

Mr. MOUGAN. Mr. Chairman, the effect would be to make the prices of his products, augment the value of his land, mag-
prices lower; it will put them down. nify his annual profits, and make him a more yaltmble citizen 

Mr. CULLOP. .Are prices in Canada lower than they are of the British Empire." 
here? For one I shall cast my vote for the farmers of the United 

Mr. MOUG.AN. Mr. Chairman, I understand that prices in States rather than for the farmers of Canada. I stuncl for a 
Canada, as a rule, are lower on farm products than they are policy that will extend the market of our farmers, increasf' the 
in the United States. price of their products, augment the Yalue of their land, increa~ 

Mr. CULLOP. l\ir. Chairman-- their profits, and make them more independP..nt, prosperous, 
.Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I can not -stop for a number contented, and .happy. 

of questions. 1\Ir. CULLOP. Mr. Chairman--
Mr. CULLOP. I want to be right, and I suppose the gentle- The CIIAIRM.AN. Does the gentleman from Oklahomn. yield 

man does-- , to the gentleman from Indiana? 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gent1eman from Oklahoma yield Mr. MORGAN. I decline to yield. . 

further? Mr. CULLOP. I want to ask you just one other question. 
Mr. MORGAN. For one more question. Mr. MORGAN. I decline to yield. 
Mr. CULLOP. Wheat was quoted yesterday at Winnipeg, The CHAIRMA.l~. The gentlemnn from Oklahoma declines 

Canada, at 93 cents a bushel and only 86 cents in St. Louis. to yield. 
Now, would the higher price of wheat in Canada 1ower the l\Ir. 1\IOH.GAN. I would be glad to do so if I ha.cl more tim€ . 
.American farmer's price? EFFECT ON TIIE NOl\"FARMING POPULATIOY. 

Mr. MORGAN. I do not know what the quotations were yes- Tlle proposed reciprocal trade agreement will not greatiy 
terdny at St. Louis; but, generally, wheat in· the United States benefit the great masses of the nonfarming population. The 
averages in price about 12 cents per bushel higher than the hope of a 1·eduction in the cost of living will not be realized. 
average price in Canada. The high cost of living is not mainly due to the prices the 

REDUCTION IN rnoFrTs. farmer receives for his products. The :farm prices of products 
Fourth. There will be n reduction in the profits of the farmers. are not now too high. On the average, the consumer pays 

This follows naturally the other three propositions. A reduc- double the price the farmer receives. The middlemen are re
tion in the farmer's market, a reduction in the price of his sponsible for any exorbitant prices that are paid for food prod
products, and a reduction in the ...-alue of his land must mean nets. The cost of distribution is excessive. 
a reduction in his profits. The real difficulty lies in the fact that food products after 

To what extent the proposed Canadian reciprocity will reduce leaving tlle farmer's hands too frequently go into the hands 
the general profits of the farmers of the United States no one, of monopoly. The farmers are unorganized. There is free com
of course, can definitely determine. But whether a reduction petition between the 6,000,000 of our farmers. Wlly ·not Con
of these profits be great or small, it will in the aggregate be of gress strike at the real disease with which our Nation is suf
utmost importance to the farmers of this country. Last year fering? Why not enact laws that will control all the private 
the total value of our farm products amounted to $9,000,000,000. monopolies of our country? 
If the loss should be 1 per cent on the total value of products If we ha...-e not the power now, let the Constitution be 
produced, it would mean a loss of $DO,OOO,OOO to the farmers of amended so as to give the National Government the power to 
this country. If the losses amounted to 5 per cent, bused upon control our great industrial corporations that have it in their 
the tota1 value of farm products, the losses would amount to power to control the prices of the necessaries of life. This 
$450,000,000 per annum. But whatever the loss may be, the would be a step in the right direction, and a step thnt would 
Congress of the United States should under no circumstance be effecti\e. Canadian reciprocity, as now pro11oscd, will reduce 
enact any legislation that means the loss of a single dollar to the prices our farmers receive for their products, but will not 
the farmers of the United States. reduce the price tlle consumer pays, because the great cor

REDUCTIO~ rn A.DILITY TO StirPOnT llIS F.A.l'llILY. 

Fifth. Canadian reciprocity will reduce tlle ability of the 
farmer of the United States to provide for his family. The 
welfare of the family of the farmer mny well challenge our 
most enrnest consideration. On an average the boys and girls 
of the farmers of the United States do not have equal oppor
tunity with the boys and girls in the family of the nonf.arming 
population of this country. The family of tlle farmer is greatly 
restricted in social, educational, and religions advantages. 
They are often remote from the school, from the church, and 
from the social center. These conditions make farm life non
a ttractiv-e n.na to a large extent are responsible for the deser
tion of our f.arms. 

IlEDUCTIO~ IN 'VALUE OF TIIE FAn.::mrn AS A CITIZEN. 

Sixth. ·we reduce the value of the farmer as a citizen of the 
United States. When you have divided and circumscribed the 
market of the farmers, reduced the prices of his products, re
duced the value of his land, curtailed. his profits, reduced llis 
ability to provide his family with the necessary comforts and 

porations fix the prices paid by the consumer. Canadin.n reci
procity in farm products simply means untold injury to our 
farmers, with no benefit to the masses of the nonfurming popula
tion of this country. 

WHERE TIIlil BENEFITS GO. 

.All wi11 concede that the proposed agreement if ratified -would 
greatly augment the trade and commerce between the two 
countries. The material advantage from tbis increased trade in 
this country must go largely to tllose ngnged in trade nnd 
commerce. Transvortation companies, manufacturers, ancl mer
chants arc the persons that will b~ IJenefited l>y tllis nlldi t ionn.1 
trade and commerce. Our great rnilwny lines will be benefited, 
because it means an increased volume of business. The great 
cities will be benefited, because tlic:rc our railways center, nnd 
it is from these centers that trade nncl commerce proceed. 

This reciprocity ngreement if i1ut into effect means gre!1ter 
dividends for owners of stock ju our railways, more lrnsiness 
for our merchants in our great cities on the north, and greater 
profits for that portion of our pormlution engaged in trade and 
commerce. It means to our great cities lying -within reasonable 
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proximity to the Canadian border more business, increased 
trade, additional commerce, larger population, . enhanced values 
in real estate, more wealth, and better opportunities in life. 
These benefits will go to the men of means rather than the 
poor; to the directors of corporations; to merchants with 
capital; to men employed at large salaries; and to professional 
classes. The men employed in manufactur·ing and mechanical 
pursuits and by transportation companies will recei\e no special 
benefit from the proposed reciprocal trade agreement. 

WILL DESTROY OUR I~DUSTRIAL INDEPEXDE~CE. 

The United States is to-day the most independent nation on 
eartll. We have the ability to feed and clothe and house and 
equip our own people. We produce an abundance of all the 
necesi::aries of life. From an industrial standpoint we are in
dependent of the world. We lead all other nations in the four 
great industrial pursuits-internal commerce, mining, manufac
turing, and agriculture. We are well balanced in our industrial 
strength. "Y\i·e were first a nation of farmers. Agriculture was 
the chief pursuit of our people. That day has passed. Manu
facturing hal'! overtaken and surpassed agriculture. Our annual 
manufactured products are valued at $14,000,000,000; our an
nual agricultural products are ·rnlued at only $9,000,000,000. 
It is not our manufacturing interests but agriculture that needs 
encouragement to-day. But instead of encouraging agriculture 
by this bill you are enacting a law that will depress agriculture. 

If we pass this bill and the reciprocal trade agreement shall 
go into effect, from that time on the United States has lost one 
of the chief props that makes her to-day the greatest nation 
on earth. We have lost our industrial independence. We cease 
to feed our own people. We look to Canada for bread. In 
peace and in war we look to a foreign nation to supply us with 
the "staff of life." Think of the folly of a great country like 
the United States, blessed with a soil and a clinmte that should 
always make agriculture her chief industry, giving up in the 
contest. and entering upon the policy of buying her bread from 
a people that owe allegiance to a foreign flag. If such a policy 
is to be pursued, if such a result must come, it .must come 
without my vote, without my support, and without my approT"al. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MURRAY]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from l\:Iassachusetts [.Mr. 
MURRAY] is recognized for 15 minutes. 

l\Ir. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, I had hoped that I might be 
able simply to say ".A.men" to the splendid sentiments ' that 
were so eloquently expressed by the Democratic Member from 
Massachusetts on the Ways nnd 1\Ieans Committee of this House 
of Representatives [~Ir. PETEns], and that has been my purpose 
during the long time since this debate has been going on. But 
althongh I am unable to get in tbe CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
to-day a transcript of the remarks of the gentleman from Illi
nois, the former Speaker of this Ilouse [Mr. CANNON] during 
the course of the debate yesterday said: 

And now I want to say one word more to you men of Massachusetts. 
I love Massachusetts. She has done more than any other State in 
shaping the sentiment and promoting the civilization o.f the Common
wealths of the country; more than any other State in the great Itepub
lic. Did you vote for Foss? 

That was the query of the former Speaker. 
Ile was elected. Is that fhe permanent sentiment of Massachusetts? 

When the penalty comes, as it will between now and 1912, and con
sumption and production are narrowed, are you still going to support 
FoRs? Is he your lender? 

This agreement might well be labeled-
Continued l\fr. C.J..NNON, in his inimitable manner-

" B,v the grace or the punishment of God and the aid of the Secretary 
of Htate and Foss of Massachusetts.'' Choose ye. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to say, in reply to those questions, that 
we, the people of Massachusetts, have chosen, not after the 
short season of an autumnal campaign, but we have chosen 
after a contest for Canadian reciprocity that has covered at 
least 10 of the last years in the political history of the Com
monwealth which I have the honor in part to represent; and it 
is only because I know something of that political history and 
because I have been permitted to have some small share of 
leadership in the campaigns that have been conducted that I 
cra\e the inclulgence of the House for the limited time at my 
dis11osal to address myself to these queries. 

Diu we vote for Foss-Foss, who in rno2 and 1904, as a 
Repnblican cancliclate for dongress in the Back Bay district of 
BoF:ton, tried to come to this Congress on the issue of recip:r:qcity 
with Canada? He was practically dri\en out of the Republican 
Party because of thq insistence with which he supported resolu
tions in Republican conventions favoring this doctrine of Cana
dian reciprocity. I say he was practically driven out, because, 
while the gentleman himself has always insisted that he was 
dri\en out by our brilliant senior Senator, HENRY CAnoT LODGE, 

I have lately discussed the matter with the Senator, and 'he 
says that there never was any driving, but that he always had 
the most kindly sentiments for Canadian reciprocity. 

I suppose that reciprocity became a live issue in the politics 
of Massachusetts in 1892. I ha\e found that in the nn.-~ional 
platforms of the Republican and Democratic Parties of that 
year, 1892, reciprocity was first mentioned; that in the Demo
cratic platform of 1892 the language used was: 

Trnde interchange on the basis of reciprocal advantages to tJ:ie co.un
tries participating is a time-honored doctrine of the Democratic faith, 
but we denounce the sham reciprocity, which jug"'les with the peop~e's 
desire for enlarged foreign markets and freer exchanges, by pretendmg 
to establish closer trade relations for a country whose articles of ex
port are almost exclusively agricultural products, with other countries 
that are also agricultural, while erecting a customhouse barrier of 
prohibitive tariff tuxes against the richest countries of the world, 
that stand r eady to take our entire surplus of products and to ex
change therefor commodities which are necessaries and comforts of 
life among our own people. 

I conceive that was good Democratic doctrine in 1802, and I 
believe, sir, that it is equally good Democratic doctrine now in 
1911. I want to contrast, in the record of this House, as I have 
contrasted in my own mind, the declaration of the Republican 
Party in that same year on the "triumph of reciprocity." 
Why, you would believe, from reading the Hepublican platform 
of 1892, that reciprocity then had ultimately triumphed, and 
that under no possible condition of circumstances could it be a 
matter which in 1911 would engage the attention of the Ameri- ' 
can Congress for the length of time that we have given to it 
during the past week or 10 days. 

We point to the success of the Republican policy of reciprocity-
Says the Republican platform-

under which our export trade has vastly increased and new and en
larged markets have been opened for the _products of our farms and 
workshops. We remind the people of the bitter opposition of tlle 
Democratic Party to this practical business measure, and claim that, 
executed by a Republican administration, our present laws will even
tua lly give us conh·ol of the trnde of the work!. 

Mr. Chairman, the limited study that I have been able to 
giT"e to the history of tllis question makes me believe that pos
sibly there was a time in the history of our country when 
reci:rrocity was a live thing in our commercial system, but that, 
sir, was before it was "executed" l>y a Republican adruinistra
tiou. 

It was nearly 10 years after these party platform declara
tions Mr. Chairman, that the matter of Canadian reciprocity 
cam~ entirely to the front in the political and economic discus
sions of our State, but by that time it was clear to all that the 
matter would have to come to a final settlement. 

~Ir. FosH, Mr. Henry :M:. Whitney, the men who composed the 
Reciprocity League and the Free Trade League, and many 
others kept insisting that the making of an agreement like that 
contained in the pending biU woulcl be of tremendous aclvan
tage to the Commonwealth and to the country, and their views 
were given wide publicity by the great newspapers of Boston 
and the State. 

Senator LODGE was the chief spokesman of the many who 
were opposed to the views of these men, at least to the form 
in which those T"iews were presented, if not, indeed, to the sub
stance of them. I wnnt to have printed in the record of this 
debate certain speeches that I have read again with interest 
in the wonderful Library of Congress that we have here, during 
the short time since this session has been sitting. I believe 
these speeches will do more to clarify the minds ·of the country 
and of this Congress than any words or original thoughts that 
I might attempt to contribute to the discussion at this time. 

Let me rend, therefore, so much of Senator LODGE'S speech 
before the Home Market Club on April 2, 1903, as relates to 
reciprocity with Canada, that you may determine for yourself 
the extent of interest that he had at that time in the measure 
and the kind of interest that he was taking. 

It is very evident that the Democratic " Party In the failure of all 
their other issues propose to fight the next national campa ign upon the 
tariff' and its allied questions. Under the soft and deceptive name of 
tariff reform or tariff revision they propose to renew their old attack 
upon the protective policy. Signs of their purpose abound on all s lues, 
not the least s ignificant being the pleasing recrudescence of Mr. Cleve
land. So high, indeed, is their enthusiasm rising that eviuence Iate~y 
taken in the city of Boston indicates that zealous tariff reformers 1n 
certain parts of this city, not content with a single vote, have severally 
vot'ed, three, four, and as often as seven times for the pro~otion of the 
cause they have so much at heart. Therefore, Mr. President, it will 
not be out of pla.ce for me to say a few words in regard to a phase of 
the tariff question which has been the subject of some recent discussion. 

I refer to Canadian reciprocity. From the utterances of the free· 
trade newspapers one would suppose that Canadian reciprocity was 
some solid, tangible object, which, if obtained, would shower wealth 
upon the United States, and that we are prevented from grasping it in 
our hands solely by the malign opposition of the Republican Party. 
Another idea emanating from the same source and which I saw repeated 
in a speech the other day in our legislature, appears to be that Canada 
is longing to open her markets to American manufacturers, and that 
the Republican Party will not permit her to do it. All this is, of cour.sc, 
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an utter misconception. Reciprocity with Cannda, ns with any other 
country, is a commercial agreement reached through negotiations in 
whicll each country makes concessions in return for similar concessions 
on the pnrt of the other. Canada is not seeking to open ber markets 
to our products. On the contrary, she hns, thus fur, steadily refused 
to do so, and reciprocity with Canada bas not only not been prevented 
by the Ilepublican Party, but the Republican Party is the only party 
which has made and is making any effort to bring it about. Let me 
briefly truce the history of Canadian reciprocity, for that will give us 
the ft1cts, which are, on the whole, more comfortable to live with than 
lar~e phrases and vague vaporings. 

In 1854 the Elgin treaty of reciprocity went into effect for 10 yea.rs 
and w11s terminated by notice in 1866. In the treaty of Washington 

- in 1871, under the administration of Gen. Grant, a Republican, there 
were reciprocal provisions with the Dominion relating to export duties, 

· goods in transit, the navigation of the St. Lawrence, and the fisheries, 
limited to 12 years. In 1883 the United States notified Great Britain 
of her intention to terminate the fishery clauses, and they were accord
ingly terminated on July 1, 1885. President Cleveland, Democrat, then 
made a fishery treaty which was so injurious to our fishing industries 
that it was rejected by the Senate1 30 Senators voting against ratifica
tion and 27 in favor. When it is considered that a treaty requires 
two-thirds majority in order to pass, the magnitude of the defeat may 
be easily understood. 

:Mr. Cleveland, however, made no effort to bring about a treaty of 
genera l reciprocity with the Dominion of Canada . President Harrison, 
a Rcpu\Jlican, through Mr. Blaine, his Secretary of State, also a Repub
lican, opened negotiations for a treaty of r eciprocity with Canada, but 
the negotiations were broken off because Canada declined even to con
sider opening her markets to our manufacturers. You will observe the 
RepulJlican Party tried to obtain reciprocity at that time, !Jut was 
thwarted by Canada, and it is well for those who shout loudly for 
Cunaclian reciprocity to remember that the United States does not make 
a h·eaty by itself alone, but with another country, and that the other 
country bas something to say. So the Harrison attempt failed through 
the refusal of Canada to admit our manufacturers at reduced rates. 
During the next four years of Mr. Cleveland, a Democrat and a free 
trader, no attempt was made, so far as I am aware, to establish reci
procity with Canada. 

President McKinley, a Republican, came in in 1807. He immediately 
took measures for a negotiation with Canada to establish reciprocity 
and to settle certain other pending differences. The joint commission 
nppointcd for this purpose met in the ·summer of 1808 and again the 
following winter. The insistence of Canada upon certain claims in 

.r egard to the Alaskan boundary, which our commissioners regarded as 
untenable, and her refusal to separate the Alaskan question from the 
otbr1· matters under discussion, led to the adjournment of the joint 
commission without action. Again the negotiations had failed through 
the action of Canada. President McKinley then endeavored to make 
other arrangements for the Alaskan question, and England refused. 
The same effort was mauc 11 year ago by President Roosevelt, a Repub
lican, and that likewise failed through England's refusal. 

Tbis year l\fr. Hay, a Republican, succeeded in negotiating n treaty, 
under which the Alaskan question bas IJcen referred to a separate com
mission. This was an absolutely essential step toward making possible 
any negotiations for a convention of reciprocity. I had some part in 
securing the ratification of this Alaskan treaty by the Senate, and one 
of my principal motives was that it cleared the way for a renewal of 
tbc negotiations of 18!>8 and the establishment of reciprocity thereby, 
so far as reciprocity was possible. It seems to me that the negotiation 
of this 1.rcaty by Ur. Hay and its ratification by the Senate, thus remov
ing the obstacle to reciprocity negotiations, was a more practical 
service to the cause of Canadian reciprocity than talking alJout it in 
the newspapers or passing r esolutions. 

- • The commission of 1808 will soon be called together, and umong other 
questions they will consider that of reciprocal trade between Canada 
ancl the United States, and will endeavor to reach nn agreement upon 
that and other points. Thus it wm be seen from this statement of 
facts that the Il rpublicnn Party and Republican Presidents alone have 
done all that has been done to bring about Canadian reciprocity, and 
that the failure of the negotiations illnce 1888 bas in every instance 
been due to the attitude of Canada. These plain facts will bavc, I am 
aware, no effect upon those servants of truth who discuss Canadian 
reciprocity in the columns of the noston Herald and the Springfield 
RepulJlicnn. They will continue to portray the RcpulJlican Party as 
endeavoring to prevent Canndian reciprocity and myself in particular 
as its bitter opponent. Personally, I have always supported tho Repub
lican policy of reciprocity with Canada, and I have not only done this 
winter what I could to remove the obstacle to reciprocity negotiations 
by securing tbc ratification of the Alaskan treaty, but I introduced a 
bill for reciprocity in coal and should have pressed it as an amendment 
to tl.Jc bill removing tbe duties on coal for one year, if I bad not been 
convinced that to do so would have delayed the paRsnge of that measure 
so much desired by the country at that moment of stress and exigency, 

Experience has convinced me that reciproci y by convention with com
peting countries geucrally in competitive products ls impracticable, and 
that the result we desire in that direction can be reached only by 
legislation. 

But I have felt, and still feel, that with Cuba and Canada, which 
adjoin the United States, we still might make reciprocity agreements. 
We have made a reciprocity treaty with Cuba. Apart from all moral 
and political considerations, that treaty iri. its reciprocal provisions was 
the most advantageous to the United States of any reciprocal treaty I 
have ever seen, yet the extreme difficulty of securing reciprocity with 
Cul.Jn, either by law or treaty, has been made manifest to the country, 
and it is well for the Democratic newspapers and orators who are try
ing here to make an issue out of Canadian reciprocity to be reminded 
of the fact that ·with n single exception every vote in the Senate against 
that Cuban treaty of reciprocity was cast by a Democrat. I hope that 
the commission which is to meet again to consider our differences with 
Canada will be able to make a reciprocity arrangement beneficial to both 
countries, \Jut I do not propose to mislead anybody by painting bright 
visions of the prosperity which is to pour in . upon us under such a 
trenty. I was told this winter by a leading member of the Canadian 
Parliament that Canada would never make a reduction on manufactured 
products, for she desired to continue her preference to ffingland; that 
a.II Canada wanted was reciprocity Jn natural products; and, with the 
exception of coal, I do not sec much advantage to .New England in that 
proposition. I have seen it stated also in the newspapers that the coal 
intcreAts of Canacla have passed resolutions against reciprocity in coal. 
Nevertheless I hope we shall be able to make some mutually advan
ta~eous trade arrangements with Canada. 

I do not think they are likely to be very extensive, and none will 
be made that does not gl'°e to the United States an adequate return for 
any concessions made by us. I have now stated the whole case of 

Canadian reciprocity. If it is ever brought about so as to be in any 
measure beneficial to our industries and our trade, it will be through 
the efforts of the Republican Party alone, for the party of protection 
is the only party that will ever make reciprocal arrangements, because 
the free-trade Democratic Party is by the very nature of their belief 
opposed to a policy like reciprocity, which can of necessity come only 
through the existence of a tariff. 

Let me pass next to a particular phase of reciprocity with our neigh
bors on this continent, as embodied in the convention now pending in 
the Senate between the United States and Newfoundland. This is a 
treaty of reciprocity in tariff duties. Some people appear to think that 
reciprocity means that some other country will admit our products free 
of duty or at lowered rates if the Republican l'arty out of pure malevo
lence does not prevent it. 

Other persons seem to suppose, if we may judge by what they say, 
that a reciprocity treaty conshits in admitting the products of some 
other country to our markets at lowered rates of duty or entirely free. 
The first conception is ridiculous and the second is merely an effort to 
get free trade in spots. True reciprocity is neither of 1.hese things. 
Reciprocity in trade, as I have said, is an arrangement between two 
countries by which, in consideration of mutual concessions mutual ad
vantages in tariff rates are supposed to be given. There is, therefore, 
only one test to be applied to a convention of this kind, and that is 
whether in return for the concessions which we make we receive n 
proper equivalent_ We must examine first the concessions made by us 
and weigh their effect upon the domestic industry or industries involved, 
and we must then see whether we receive in return adequate concessions 
from the other party to the convention. 

In the Hay-Bond treaty the price which we pay to Newfoundland for 
the concessions which she is supposed to make to us is at the expense 
of a sin.l:{le industry. Under this convention we agree that substantially 
all the important products of the deep sea and shore fisheries, as well 
as salmon, trout and salmon trout, shall be admitted to our markets 
free of duty, with the single exception of fresib codfish. This ls a very 
sweeping and a very large gift, and in it arc involved the fortunes of a 
great industry. The men who carry on that industry, without a dissent
in~ voice, testify that this removal of duty means ,to them substantiRl 
rum, and they are the people who can judge hest and who must first be 
considered. I will not enter into the details or their case, for time 
forbids. I will merely state the principle involved and one fatal 
objection. 

The removal of all protective duties from cured or salt fish will result 
in the h·ansfer of our saltin~ and curing establishments to Newfound
land, because Newfoundland is nearer the fishing grounds and the labor 
there is cheaper. But that is not all. Where the great packing and 
curing establishments are placed there will the fishermen go, and if the 
packing and curing establishments are transferred to Newfoundland 
the fishing fleet of New England will follow them and become English 
and Canadian. This ls the united testimony of the men whose all is at 
stake on the fisheries, and it can not be disregarded or brushed aside. 
I have been accused of being sectional and local and of abandoning tlie 
interests of the country at large to Gloucester, because I llave opposed 
this sacrifice. Do you imagine that it is Gloucester alone whose in
terests are at stake? I would fight long before I would sacrifice the 
interests of Gloucester, that historic, gallant town, even if she stoou 
alone; but she does not stand alone, and those who think she docs 
simply disclose their ignorance of our fisheries. When you strike 
Gloucester you strike the men of Essex, who build her fishing fleet; 
the men of Swampscott, who build her dories ; the factories which make 
her nets; the paper mills of Springfield and Holyoke, which make labels 
for her products and the boxes in which her fish are packed ; and the 
great rallroad which she helps to feed with freight and passengers. 
That is Gloucester alone. 

Now, come down here to Boston. Forty-eight of the firms who deal 
in fresh fish in this city and own your fishing fleets protest against 
this treaty. Ninety captains, who go out from the port of noston and 
from Cape Cod to reap the dangerous harvest of the Grand Banks and 
tbc Georges, have protested to the Senate against this treaty. Province
town protests against it. Pass out beyond our borders; the State of 
Maine, with 17 ,000 fishermen, protests against it through the repre
sentatives of the industry and through her Senators and Members of 
Congress. The fishermen of the Chesapeake in Maryland have been 
heard against it. Tbc menhaden fisheries, whose establishments dot the 
coast from Rhode Island to North Carolina. have formally protested 
against this removal of the duties on fish . The Pacific coast, with its 
great and growing fisheries in Alaskan waters, joins with their brethren 
of the Atlantic and protest. These are some of the facts, and yet some 
persons say it is a local interest and we must not sacrl.fice everything 
to a single town. 

I repeat, these fishing industries declare that the removal of the 
duties will be ruinous to them. Bear that in mind, for one great in
dustry must not be sacrificed in the mere hope of helping others or on 
the vague promise of general advanta~es. Now, what do we get in 
return? First, the privilege to take bait without a license. The only 
people wbo use bait are the fi shermen, and they are the only people 
entitled to speak on this point. They declare unanimously that the bait 
privilege is of no value. La-st year two vessels from Maine and about 
thirty-five from Gloucester took out bait licenses at a cost of something 
over $4,000. The amount was trifling and the fishermen do not care 
whether they pay or not. 

They do not need licenses now, and they do not care whether New
foundland refuses them bait or not, for with modern refrigerating ar
rangements they can supply themselves perfectly well from. Eastport or 
Gloucester. It is but yesterday that Provincetown shipped two cargoes 
of bait to the French fishermen at Miquelon. Therefore, so far as the 
fishermen are concerned, they get nothing whatever for the removal of 
duties which now protect their product. Let us pass next to what the 
United States at large will get by sacrificing her fishing industries. 
Seventy-one articles are enumeratecl in this treaty as on the free list. 
I asked the gentlemen who appeared in support of the treaty bow many 
of these articles were already on the free list. They did not know. I 
did for I had taken the trouble to look it up. 

Sixty-three of the 71 articles enumerated In the treaty as on the free 
list are on the free list now. Of the remaining eight, seven are agri
cultural implements, and those cnn only be imported .free by residents of 
Newfoundland when not for sale; that is, we can not export them free 
of duty to Newfoundland, and trie apparent concession ls notbing. 
Thero remains one article, " gas engines covered by patent,'' taken by 
the treaty from the dutiable list and placed on the free list. 

Do you think we can build up a trade in " gas engines covered by 
patent" sufficient to compensate for the loss of the fisheries? I take 
leave to doubt it. We now come to the dutiable list mentioned in the 
treaty. There arc 16 of these articles. On bncon, ham, tongne, smoked 
beef, and snusagcs there is a reduction of three-quarters of a cent a 
pound, of 20 cents a barrel on peas, and 10 cents a barrel on oatmeal. 
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Tl.le other f> articles remain at the present rate. I asked the gentlemen 
wbo appeared in behalf of the treaty whether there wns any redaction 
in flour . Tbey said no; that 25 cents a barrel was the existing duty, 
:rnd so far they were correct, trot they were so ignorunt of their own 
case that they apparently n-crc not aware that there was a punitive 
<luty on 11om· of GO cents n barrel directed against any nation placing a 
du ty on Newfoundland fisb. 

'l'he punitirn duty would come off if the h"caty was ratified, but I do 
not believe in mak1ng conccsslon.s to any people. in return for the removal 
of punitive, discriminating duties. I believe in giving advantages to 
our friends and discriminating agllinst those who discriminate against 
us. Does the treaty provide that these rates shall re.main? Not at all. 
It simply provides that if rates arc raised they shall not be raised 
against us highe1· than against anybody else. Why did not Newfound
land admit to her free or reduced list boots and shoes, rubber boots or 
woolen blankets 't That would have been of some benefit to the in
<lustries of- New England and the United States. Dnt those are left un
toochcd and with a preference to ·England on both blankets and rubber 
boots. What does the Newfoundland JIUl.l'ket -amount to? There are 
210,000 people in Newfoundlmld, according to the fast census. 

In Massachusetts and Maine alone there arc 100,000 directly depend
ent on the fisheries, without adding those who live by the allied indus
tries, and they are consumers who give rou an exclusive market. Of 
this Newfoundland population M ,000 arc engaged in tbc fisheries, 1.,_547 
arc farmers, 2,G82 mechanics, 1,2G8 miners. How many farm imple
ments or gas engines do 

11
:vou think we should sell to th!lt population? 

An<l on the articles chie y used by thrcc-qunrtcrs of the population, 
who are engaged in the fisheries, we get no reduction. The total im
ports of Newfoundland in 1~00 were $7,fi00,000 from all countries. 
When you remember that the exports of domestic products from the 
united States in 1002 was $1,300,000,000, the n.mount of the entire New
foundland import does not seem very imposing, and our actual export to 
that isln.n<l of ~2,000,000 still less so. 

But I will gi>e you a better comparison. The manufactured shipping 
value of Gloucester's products alone was $6,000,000 in 1901. It we 
sJ1ould get the ent~re value of all the Newfoundland imports it would 
not much more tha!l cover the value of the fisheries of Gloucester alone, 
and the value of the product of the fishermen of the United States is 
S46,000,000. We want to think carefully before we endangc1· an in
dustry whose annual product is $46,000,000 in seeking a market where 
we now sell only $2,000,000 and to which this treaty opens no addi
tional door. The gentlemen who appeared bclore the commlttee were 
the representatin~s of u Newfoundland steamship company, an Eng
Ushman engaged in Newfoundland business in New York, Mr. Hall 
represcntlng the Boston Chamber of Commerce, and l\lr. Osborne Howes 
who is connected with the business of insurance and is the principal 
edito:ial writer on the Boston Ilerald. The 1lrst three gentlemen 
argued for the trc~ty on the general ground that it would improve our 
trade relations with Newfoundland and tend to prevent the island 
from becoming a part of the Dominion of Canadn. They did not show, 
nnd were unable to she>w, thllt there was any c.lirect benefit to our 
trade in this trea ty, and their testimony as to the fisheries was slight 
and of no value, because they had no personal knowledge of them and 
were not engaged in them. 

They all testified, llowe>er, that in their opinion the removal of the 
duties proposed in the treaty would not lower the price of fl.sh in the 
United States oo that the treaty, according to its advocates, would be 
of no benefit' whatever to the America.n consumer. I should like to 
sec general trade relations willi Newfoundland improved, I should be 
glad to make a treaty with Newfoundland, but I want something in the 
treaty which shall be of advantage to us nnd satisfactory to om· fisher
men. Mr. Osborne Howes, the last udvocatc of the treaty before the 
committee, used one nr{?lnnent peculiar to himself and which I can not 
pass over- in silence. He sai<l that the fishing vessels of Gloucester 
were no longer manned by native-born Americnns, but largely by men 
of foreign birth. He explained this fact by the statement that " it ls 
a dangerous business, and tllat is the reason Americans do not care to 
enter 'into it." In my opinion he exaggerates the fact, and I am cer
tain that his explanation is utterly wrong. 

Native-born Americans have abandoned many employments because 
they can find others more remunerative, but they never abandoned any
thing throu~h cowarillce and fear of danger, either in war or peace. 
He also undertook to show from a single den.th roll thn.t these men 
wer-e not, ns a. rule, naturalized. This last proposltfon is incorrect. 
There is a large percentag-e of foreign-born men among our fishermen, 
but most of them arc naturalized and a very large proportion remain 
in the United States and bring up their families the1·e. Three hundred 
a.nd thirty men from Gloucester enlisted in the War with Spain. Of 
these 287 resided in Gloucester. One hundied and sixty were American 
citizens, many of them native born. Of the 170 remaining more than 
half hn.cl taken out the ir first papers, leaving about 85 to be classed 
as foreigners. This, I think, is a fair statement of the proportion. 

Ur. liowes·s argument was that the fishermen hllving ceased to be 
In large proportion native born, were no longer cntltletl to protection. 
That to me is a new doctrine. The man who carries the naturaliz!ltion 
papers of the United States has the same rights in every way to the 
protection of the Government as. the man born on the soil. ~r. Howes, 
who bas the temptations which beset all great rhetodclnns. referred to 
these men a s " the mer cenaries of the sen," who are willing to face 
perils wh1ch the native born. according to Mr. Howes, arc too cowardly 
to encounter. Ile bas a well-known faculty of making tellint; phrases. 
It is to his vivid pen that we owe tbc sentences thn.t .. the flag is n 
piece of textile fabric" and "patriotism is a virtue of b!lrbarians." 
Bot, Mr. President, when we talk about " the mercenaries of the sea~/' 
It seems to me that1 althou~h he declared that he used the word wic.n
out disrespect, he IS applylng a harsh term to men who gain their 
Uving in a hardy and dangerous pursuit. too dangerous, as Mr. Howes 
says, for the native born. 

The "mercenaries of the sea I " Why, then, any man who works for 
wages is a mercenary if he happens not to have been born on A.Iilerican 
soil. Men who come to New England and toil in our mills arc, under 
his tcnching, the "mercenaries of the factories." Mr. President, I con
fess that I revolt against such an idea, and I think ft would be just ns 
fair to say that the roan who earns a large income by instroctlng us in 
the columns of the Herald how this Government ou(7ht to be run Is a 
mercenary of the press. Just one word in conclus1on before I leave 
this matter of the fisheries. There is something more to me in this 
question than balancing dollars and cents nnd imports and exports. 

Mr. Howes sneered nt the argument for the fishermen based on sentl
men.t. I do not. I can not forget that before Endicott landed at 
Salem the New England fishermen were established on Cape Ann. I 
can not forget the record of the Gloucester men in the Revolution and 
the War of 1812. I know that whether native born or foreign born 

they sent more men In proportion to their population into the Navy of 
the United States in the Spanish War tbnn ::my other city or town in 
the country. I know that of thcil' recruits 'iG per emit passed the 
physical examination, against 14 per cent in Boston and 7 per ceut in 
New Tork. 

I know from the lips of captains and admirals that they were men 
fit for any duty as soon as they en.me on board the ship. There are 
6,000 of them on tlint fishing flee t. and wben yon want them in the 
day of great stress you can have them for tl'le asking. Do not forget 
the peril of their calling. Over 2,000 men from this one town have 
given up their lives in this in<lus try in the last !?Ci years-near ly a 
hundred a year. Go down to Gloucester in the autumn and yon will 
bear the annual death roll called. You may read of it in the words of 
Kipling in '"'Captains Courageous .. , If you Irnd been tllere a month ngo, 
you would have seen the other yearly ceremony of Gloucester. 'rhey 
can not lay wreaths upon the ground where their dead sleep, but the 
children .go out by the edge of the sounding sea and cns t flowers upon 
the wnves, for there in that pathless, unmarked waste their dead are 
buried. 

Gloucester reprcseats only pa-rt of the great Ameri C'U n flsheri ci:.: . lmt 
I SD.y ngnin-nnd yon may call me local. if you will- ·t hat if Glouc-cster 
with her history stood all alone I wonl<l not in the f ace of that lt iF".tory 
deirert her, and I woultl plead h er cause as befit I nri il t at the k.t· o! 
the Senate of tbc United States. I shall not !Jc cnll t>1l upon to <'!o i:;o, 
but i! I were I sllonld not plead In vain. Mas~ch11 :;:_c tt :i would !Jc \/ith 
me, and the United States from California to ~Ialnc. 'They w ou !tl be 
with me, because the p:itriotlsm in war nnd tbe silent courage in veace 
of these poor fishermen rangin~ daily t h rough gray north rn sea:1 are 
known to the worlrl, and patriotism :mrl cnnragc are beloved of the 
American people and nc'\'"er are out of fa~hion. 

I commend this speech to the Republican Members of this 
House who are disposed to be timid about sup1101·t ing the ]l"n<l
ing legislation, for, whntevcr charges we Democrats of nfarna
chusetts hnYe at nny time been disposed to m:ike ngain11 t ~ir. 
LODGE, we have always known that he is a most brilliant expo
nent of regular Republicanism; and wllcn he nssnres us, : • ~ he 
does in the speech that I ha-ve read, that tlle Ilcpul>lican rnrty 
has always stood for reciprocity with Canada, bnt that Canada 
has n.lways stood in the wuy of it, we hnve tllc right to e:spect 
at this time, when Canada stands not in the Yio·n y, the Yotc of 
every Republican who woultl :rtand true to the tenchings of his 
party. 

Can it be that in this instance Mr. J,ooaE was wrong i11 his 
exposition of Republicanism on the matter of rcciproc:ity ? 
Snrely the Republican speeches that we have listened to i.J.1 this 
Chamber during the sessions of this Committee of the Whole on 
the state of the Union bear some testimony against his views. 

Can it be that the Republican Party has only &tood for r.eci
procity with Canada when Canad:i has stood in the way of it 'l 

Those of us who hail from ~fassachusetts woulcl not be g1· -ntly 
surprised to find that this is so, for we know the t reatment that 
was accorded to Mr. Foss in Massachusetts wllen he trietl to 
put the Republican Party the.re on record in f:rrnr of it. We 
have not forgotten that he , was hootet.l down in a Repubiican 
State convention when he tried to exercise his right ns a clele
gnte to have a resolution. acloptcd in fa-ror of it, and we have 
not forgotten that he tolcl those who hooted him down that wme 
day the people of the Commonwcaltll would listen with interest 
to his words. 

We llavc not forgotten the points that be mac1e in speeches 
and in writings in favor of reciprocity, and I am glad to be nblc 
to read to you from another bonnd pamphlet thnt was giv en to 
the Boston Public J~ibrary, as the bookplate say , " by Engene · 
Noble Foss." 

This pamphlet has an address on the "Trade relations be
tween the United States and Canada," which was mnde in 
Boston, 1\lass., in 1904, while Mr. Foss was yet active in the 
ranks of the Republican Party. Let me read this speech to you, 
rather than tell you what it says, so tlmt you mny h'llow e.....:nctly 
what the views of l\lr. Foss at that time were : 
Ma. PREsrDE:>T AXD ll.EliBBl!S OF Trm CA~ADIA~ CLun: 

I confess that I am beginning- to feel at home here. This is the 
third time I have been made the r ecipien t of your conrtesy, and I 
believe that our meeting has helped us to unders tand each other 
better. 

Now, Mr. President, I nm not assuming that your members and 
guests are on one side of the reciprocity fence nnd I on the otbf:l' ; or 
even that our distinguished guest from over the Jin is so far from 
onr point of view that he can hold nothin~ in common with the friends 
of commercial reciprocity in the Unlted Stat es. 

You will re<:all that at a form er meeting -or th h1 club your g ncsts 
were a leading Canadian journnUst an<l a prominent manufacturer 
from Ontario; and you will remember tha t after we nll hnd ha rl our 
say we d1scovercd that the ideas, or fimdamentnl principles, for which 
each of us stood were broad an<l libcrnl e:iou;;h to enfold us ul l. I 
trust we will reach the same conclus ions to-night. 

C.A~ADIA:'.'l" SE..'{TDIEXT NOT :llIS CNDEllSTOOD. 

It is a mismke to suppose that we who have led in the movement 
for eloser trade relations with Canada do not underi:;tancl what present 
conditions arc. In fact, the logic of the s ituation, tlie unmistalmblc 
index of the facts bearing Ul)()n it, has eo.mpclled n ;, to accept very 
much of the Canad.inn view. Notwithstandmi our wealth, our power, 
our resources, our influence, we have regarded the small group of 
neighbors at the north as competitors to be feared and excluded, not 
as friends and customers to be given the bancl of commercial welcome. 
We have massed our seventy-five millions of people agllinst their flvo 
millions and entrenched- ourselves behind a wall over whlch the frightful 
shapes of ou1· snpposed commercial enemies could not climb. They have 
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plnntcd a '.?5-foot wall against our trusts and we have builded a .50-foot 
wall against their farmc1·s and fishermen:•· 

I am neither unpatriotic nor nnrepnhlican in thus admitting tbe mis
takrn course which the United States has pursuecl with respect to 
Canadn. I quote these facts merely to show to some of our Canadian 
friends who apparently think otherwise, that many of us who have 
been foremost in tlle reciprocity movement bavc not been blind to the 
unequal conditions which exist. In all the agitation which has been 
going on so incessantly the past few years, our main request bas b0en 
that om· own people appreciate these c·onditions. I have no sympathy with 
the political jingoism which would make these conditions an excuse fo r 
doing nothing to correct them. 

We l.Jave not the right to ask anything of Canada that is not for 
her interest. We shall only make ourselves ridiculo~1s if we do. The 
burden is upon us to pro>e that freer trade between the two countries 
will benefit both ; for times have changed, and it is not now Canada 
that is seeking reciprocity. 

I belia.e in the principle of protection, which ls fundamental in this 
country. By the same token, I can haYe no criticism to offer of the 
growing rlesire of the Canadian people to protect themselves from 
destrncti>e foreign competition. I can, llowever, properly point ont 
that prot0ctlon carrieu to the point of exclusion ls not protection, it is · 
imposition ; and I can suggest that our Canadian friends will do well 
to learn this truth from our experience and not from their own. · 

EXCLUSION IS NOT PllOTECTION. 

I wonld like to ram this fnct home with anoth0r; and we can also 
supply the object lesson in this case. We have built up our own coun
try in spite of domestic competition fiercer than Canadian industries 
e>cr can be called upon to suffer. If we can do this here, what can 
we not do for Canada under fair and reasonable trade conditions? So 
far the Dominion hns shown her wisdom in refusing to cut herself 
off from the facilities with which we can help her to develop her 
immeusc resourc s . Docs she now contemplate fastening upon herself 
the heaviest pos~iblc form of indirect taxation merely been.use we have 
refused her tariff favors which other countries are disposed to grnnt? 
Or, on the other hand. shall the blindness and arrogance of our own 
stand-pat contingent be permitted to fo r ce such a policy upon a 
frieudly customer? 

Granteu thnt the mnrk tR of Great Britain are of more present 
importance to Canada than those of the· United States, shall we forever 
continue to ignore the vnlne of our Canadian trade, whether it be 
coming or going? These arc questions which the people of both coun
tri0s will do well to ponder. 

l1~ortunately for a. partial solution of the vexed question of trade 
relations, our own necessities bid fair to force our Government to look 
the Canadian question squarely in the face. In several commodities 
our demand already has outrun our supply, and we are buving heavily, 
r egardless of tarHr taxes. In others the exchang-es between the two 
countries are so general, for geogrnphical and other r easons, that u 
lively trade in competing products bas developed hoth ways. In 
practically all tllese products the tariff serves no useful purpose, hut 
adds a burden of expense which is without profit to either party to the 
transaction. In still other cases where the demand is great, the United 
States tariff is yet so hlgh that no purchases are attempted. 

HERE IS A BASIS FOil. Il.ECIPROCITY. 

'l'hcso three classes furnish the basis upon which a consistent scheme 
of tariff revision must rest. You will notice that I use the cmrent 
p!Jrase, " tariff revision," but by it I mean " reciprocity." And I 
wiHh to say ri~ht here that I do not believe in any !<ind of tarit! 
revision or tariff legislation which docs not recognize reciprocity as 
a fundamenta l principle. I wish to declare, and this is as good an 
opportunity as any, that reciprocity is just as much and just as great 
a principle, a system, a primary economic policy, if you will, as free 
tra<lc or protection, as they are commonly understood. 

I helic>c that it will not long hence become recognized as a practical 
worldng system infinitely superior to either stand-pat protection or free 
trade. It will recognize your friends, customers, and allies in a common
sense and common-justice fashlon, instead of attacking them as docs 
stan<l-pattism, or favoring your enemies at your own expense, as docs 
doctrinaire free trade. Any good business man or good neighbor will go 
a great way and sacrfficc much to favor and benefit these by whom he 
liYcs or profits largely. Hence, I go in f6r some system of tariff 
reviHlon in tbe future which shall aim to benefit, as well as ourselves, 
countries which make their prosperity ours. 'This is simply good busi
ness as well as good morals, Gen. Draper and William Whitman to the 
contrary notwitbstnndin~. 

I huve said that the basis of tariff revision, or reciprocity, as far as 
Canada is concerned. must rest upon three classes of articles; that is to 
say1 articles \Yhich rnch cotrnt1·y must buy of the other, duty or no duty, 
or m which tllc.:r make a mutually profitable interchange under natural 
conditions. 

As an illustration, I have prepared a table showing the principal 
articles in which the two countries ha>e an interchangeable trade. 
These figures show our exports to Cnnada and dutiable imports there
from of practically identical articles in 1903 : 

United States e:ccliangcs 1cith Oanada, 1903. 

Horses _____ ·-·. __ ·-- ____ ..... __ . ___ .. . _· --··-- __ ·--_. __ .. 
Sheep. ___ .. _ - . -- ----.. -.. ----.. . - . -- -.... -. .. -... -.. - -. -
Bren.cbtufis 1-··-- _. _. __ . . _. ____ .. _ .... _. _ .. __ ... _. __ ·- __ _ 
Coal (bituminous) . ___ .·- ______ . ___ . _-· __ .-·_ . ... ·-._ .. __ 

~~~:!-- _-:: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 
Fruits 2 __ _ __ • __ ·- - • - • - ·- •• _. _ •• - - • ·--·· ·-·· •• -- • __ • - • · - __ 

nav--------·····-· -- ·- -·-- ·--·- -·--· --··-·----·--- --- -- -
Hidcs ___________ ·--···--·----··--·--------··-·-·--·---·--Iron ore .. ____ . _.- · .. _. __ ____ _ ·-_ ..... _._·-. __ _ ... __ .·-._ 
Dairy products. __ --· __ __ ·---·--·-_-··-·····-··-·-··-·-_. 

~~g~(t~~:Ufilliiiacfillr<i_-: _-:::::: :::: ::::::::: :: ::::::::: 

Exports. 

$2, 121,000 
174,000 

5, 532,000 
9, 6fi8,000 

78,000 
743, 000 

1,008,000 
108,000 
521,000 
264,000 
192,000 
651,000 

4, 766,000 
\Vootl pulp ___ ___ ..... _ ......... __ .. _ .. ____ . _. __ ..... __ __ 38,000 

Gypsum. _. -·· ··--·····--·····--·-·····------ ·-··· ··-·--- --·-. ___ ----. _ 
25,864,000 

Imports 
( uutiablo). 

$295, ()()() 
9~6.000 
843,000 

4,811,000 
18,000 

2,859,000 
133,000 

2,2.1fi,OOJ 
1, 186,000 

320,000 
24,000 

493,000 
13,830,000 
1,867,000 

319,000 

30, 220, 000 

1 Exclusive of corn. 2 Varieties common to both countries. 

A.DOLISH SOME TARIFFS, REGAilDLESS OF CA:N'ADA. 

Now, here is a natural and necessary trade of $:3G,OOO,OOO, and which 
might be two, three, or four times that amount, hampered and harassed 
by tariff restrictions, which arc of no possible benefit, but, on the co11-
trary, work Rbsolute injury to every intereRt concerned. 

Now, I bclie>e for one-and I intend hereafter to in ist upon the 
belief to tbe limit of my power-in making a start toward reciprocity 
by either abolishing or radically reducing the duties on all the articl s 
in this list. If Canada prefers to keep on her more modernic duties, 
wllcrc she levies them, to her own privation, let her do it, but that is a 
poor reason why we Rhould. 

The Home Market Club has finally been forced to concede us coal and 
iron ore, and William Whitman gives us lumber. Ev~rybody but Col. 
Clarke wants free hides; and here you have flt once accounted for thre~
quarters in amount of the products under discussion. 

ln regard to hay, meats, vegetal.Jlcs, fruit, and eggs, I douht if n 
government could stand against the demand for a removal of tlte duties 
on them, if the people should make this a distinct issue-as they will 
before long. 

In regard to one more prominent item, brcadstuffs, it is now fully 
recognized among those whose opinion is worth anything, that we muRt 
either maim wheat free, and prom11tly, too, or prepare to sulicr disaster 
in our milling industries. 

As to barley, the outrageous duty upon tbat and upon the malt mane 
from it is the heaviest burden which our great brewing industries arc 
called upon to bear. _ 

Where can there be any argument or controversy on this great quc:i
tion as I have here presented it? 

SOllIE QUESTIONS FOil. THE POLITICIANS. 

It is the evident purpose of some of our lcglslator:s at Washington to 
refuse to reduce the tariff on Canadian goods because, as they will say, 
'an:.tda will ma.kc no concessions. This will be the pretext on which 

tllev wlll maintain the staius quo. 
'l;lle only real thought in their minds is to discover the cleverest excuse 

for standing pat. "'e understand very well the purpose of these statesmen, 
and I want to aRk some of them who are beginning to profess a tardy 
love for reciprocity, what they intend to do to show their good faith . 
They profess to believe in reciprocity in competitive articles. \Vil! they 
introduce bills lowering our schedules to somewllcre near Canada's, or 
will they prefer to relieve the necessities of the country by direct 
legislation and place on the free list coal, iron, lumber, wheat, hides, 
wood pulp, etc.? 

'.rhis is the practical question we business men purpose to put right 
up to these politiciRns until we know exactly where they stand and 
whnt they arc going to do. We purpose to find out whether those pro
fessiom; made just before election meant anything or not. It is not 
cnon;;h for them to say thnt thP.y are in favor of reciprocity which wil l 
l.rn "mutually advantageous" to both conntries. We are willing to con
cede Urnt the United States should take the initiative. We not only O\YC 
it to Canada, in view of her attitude in the pHst, but we owe it to our
selves as the larger of the two countries, and from the further fact that 
Canada is our best customer in manufactured goods and our neighbor 
at that; and from the further overshadowing fact that Canada's com
mcrcinl policy still r0mains liberal toward us and gives us such generous 
access to her markets. 

HOW TO JIIAKE A STAilT. 

Now, let us make a start by putting some of these things which we 
arc in desperate need of on the free list, whether Canada reciprocates 
or not. By so doing we will be not only helping onrselves, but we will 
P~sfe~t~1 ~;~h~da to pay a portion of her debt, at least, in commodities 

Bvcry business man here knows that treatment of that sort on our 
part will not conduce to less purchaRes on the part of Canaua. On the 
contrary, where we arc now selling her one hundred and thirty millions 
we should soon be selling her two hundred millions per annum, if we 
would only show a disposition to . take in payment what she has to 
offer and what we stand in need of. 

EYcry business man !<nows that this is the soundest kind of business 
sense. No one of us ever lost anything yet in trying to help a good 
customer sell his product. As President Roosevelt said in his Minne
npolls pecch, " We must also remember that in dealing witb other na· 
tions, benefits must be given where benefits are sought." 

SIIALL WE FOLLOW SPAIN AXD ron.TUGAL? 

Both in the United States and in Canada we find those who are no 
doubt conscientious in their opposition to reciprocity between the two 
countries. In the United States they are known a.s the "stnndpattcrs," 
and arc rcprc.sented by the Home J\furkct Club. Tiley represent the 
ultrnlligh-tariff clement in the ltcpublican Party. They honestly con· 
fuse protection with prohibition. 

In Canaua they are represented by t!Je Canadian Manufacturers' As
Rociation. To my mind these two elemPnts propose to do for the Uniteu 
States and Canada practically what Spain and Portugal once did in 
adopting a policy of selfishness and exclusiveness which, as Hon. John 
A. Kasson has shown, " other nati.ons would not tolerate, and long
continucd wars followed-wars of conquest, which led to the im
poverishment of the nations which persisted in their career of inter
national selfishness. Spain and Portugal," continues Mr. Kasson, 
"once in the forefront of national prosperity and greatness, are now at 
the rea.r of the column anu apparently without tlle power of recupera
tion ." 

Now, Mr. President, the policy of the Home Market Club and the 
Canadian Manufacturers•· Association, carried to its logical conclusion, 
would bring these two countries to the same end. 

From an economic point of view there appears to be every r eason 
why Canada and the Unit0d States should come to17ether commercially. 
We must a ll admit that the tendency all over tne world is toward 
amalgamation and consolidation, in the interest of economy and the 
el imination of ruinous competition . We a ll know that the United 
States and Canada are competitors in the markets of the world, and 
arc to be so more and more each year as the development of Canada 
goes on. 

COMlUERCIAL UNION A. NATURAL POLICY. 

For instance, Liverpool makes the price for the export wheat, not 
only of the United States but of Canada. And so of the other exports, 
whether natural products or manufactures, of both countries. Now, 
the natural and logical policy for these two contiguous countries is com· 
mercial union; a.n amalgamation, if you please, which w ill protect the 

· interests of both. If a complete commercial union were possible, it 
would be the best solution of the whole problem. That is, that trade 
Rh ou ld be as free and unrestricted between the United States and 
Canada as it is between the several States of our own country. 
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This is wbnt I should like to sec, for it would mean not only the 
gre-atest possible development of both countries in every direction, but 
it would furthermore insure for all time peace and good will. 

DIP.ROPER SYSTEM OF T.iXATIO::i THE llASIC FAULT. 

But I recognize that at tlic present time commercial union may not 
be practicable from the fact that Canada, like ourselves., bas not yet 
been educated to the principle of direct taxation. When we shall hn.vc 
advanced in civilization to the point where we will not shrink from 
levying our taxes upon the sources from which they arc justly due, and 
not tllrough class legislation, we can then treat this great business 
proposition on a business basis. The systems of taxation of the two 
countries ' arc to-day the only obstacle to the fulfillment of one of tbe 
greatest and most beneficent unions in the history of the world. I have 
falth to believe that before long the people of both countries will re
move this artificial barrier to their greatest happiness and prosperity. 

l\:ir. Chairman, the Foss of those days was the Republican 
of Massnclrnsetts who was crying in the wilderness for the 
recognition of this doctrine. I do not know whether or not he 
was dri ,-en out of the Republican Party for daring to express 
these views; but I do know that he became convinced that 
within the ranks of the Republican Party in Massachusetts 
there was no opportuni.ty for him to develop this doctrine, and 
in 1909 lle joined hands with the Democrai;s of Massachusetts, 
became our candidate for lieutenant governor on the ticket with 
Hon. James H. Vahey for governor, and the Republican major
ity of many thousands of previous years was, in the short limits 
of a six weeks' campaign, cut down to six or eight thousand 
votes. 

I know, too, that in the spring of 1910 he was impressed into 
service as a Democratic candidate for Congress in the district 
long represented here until his death by the late Hon. William 
C. Lovering, and we went into that district and we preached 
the doctrine of reciprocity with Canada and honest revision of 
the tariff. .And the fourteenth Massachusetts district, that had 
been sending a Republican Congressman by nearly 15,000 ma
jority, sent here Eugene Noble Foss, a Democrat, by nenrly 
10,000 majority. [Great applause on the Democratic side.] 

I know, too, that in the fall of 1910, because of the forceful, 
businesslike way with which he had presented this and other 
similar issues to the people of our Commonwealth, he was 
chosen by the Democrats of the State to be our candidate for 
governor and was triumphantly elected under most unfavorable 
Democratic circumstances during the early part of the cam
paign. 

You might say that these victories are entirely personal; you 
might say that these things mean only that our standard be::irer 
has been a great success as an individual candidate. Let me 
refer you, then, to the Manual for the General Court of Massa
chusetts of this year, 1911, where may be found the official 
\Otes for Representatives in the Sixty-second Congress in each 
of our 14 districts. I took time to-day to total the vote for 
Democratic candidates for Congress as well us the \ote for 
Ilcpublican candidates for Congress at the Inst election in our 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

We have in this Chamber ·10 Repubiica.n Congressmen from 
Massachusetts and only four Democratic Members. You might 
well suppose, as I have learned in conversation with many of 
you that you really believe, that we are only able to get un 
occasional victory here and there in our State. But, sir, I find 
that the total Democratic -vote for Congressmen in Massnchu
setts In.st fall was 2-04,63!) as against a total Republican \Ote for 
Congressmen of 203,136. [Applause on the ·Democratic sicle.] 
And when I point out to you that in the ninth district, which I 
represent and which is the most strongly Democratic district in 
tlle State, I not only had to compete with the Ilcpublican candi
date, but also with an Independent, who had sened as a Demo
crat for eight years in this body, you will readily see that these 
totals do not altogether tell the story. The fact U! that last 
fall we were at least 10,000 votes stronger on the matter of 
sending men to this Congress than our Republican brethren, 
although they have a large majority in the delegation here. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

I make the point not because of any vainglorious spirit, but 
simply to show you how l\fassachusetts stands to-day on current 
political questions as a result of the campaign made these many 
years by Eugene N. Foss and Henry M. Whitney and the mem
bers of organizations like the New England Reciprocity and 
Free Trade Leagues. I make the IJ-Oint, too, that tho gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. CANNON] may know. 

Yes, sir; we did vote' for Mr. Foss, and we say that he typi
fies the permanent spirit of the old Commonwealth, about which 
the former Speaker seems to be solicitous. I subscribe most 
heartily to the splendid tribute that he paid to the old State 
that has done so much in the development of this country, 
and I say to him he need have no fenr that the spirit of that 
Commonwealth differs to-day from what it has been in the 
great historic past. 

The spirit of Massachusetts yesterday, on the 19th of April, 
lDll, when he asked his question, was the same spirit that 
characterized the Minute Men at ConcorU. and Lexington on 
the 19th of April, 1775. [Applause.] The spirit of .Massachu
setts yesterday, on the 19th of April, was the same spirit that 
characterized the men of l\fassachusetts on the 10th of April, 
1861, when they marched through the streets of a thon hostile 
Baltimore and began a long line of brilliant achievements in 
the great Civil War. [Applause.] The spirit of Massachusetts 
yesterday, on the 19th of April, was the same, sir, as it was on 
the ll)th of .April, 1898, when we started out to fight our War 
with Spain. [Appln.use.] 

And I believe it is l.Jecause he so vitally typifies that splendid 
1\Iassaclrnsetts spirit that Eugene N. Foss was the Democratic 
Congressman elected from :m overwheJmingly Republican dis
trict, and is to-day the wise chief executive of a great State in 
a great Union. [Great applause.] 

Mr. WEBB. l\Ir. Chairman, I regret more than any Democrat 
in this House can regret the necessity which impels me to make 
a speech on this subject. I had intended to say nothing on the 
floor of the House in reference to the Canadian treaty. I had 
intended to content myself with casting my vote according to 
my conscience and my duty to my people and no more. But 
certain recent strictures from my own colleague from North 
Carolina [lUr. KITCHIN] have made it imperative that we who 
differ with him should say something with reference to our 

. position in order that our people may know why we are opposed 
to this measure. . 

I want to offer my sincere thanks to my good friend the gen
tleman from Alabama [M:r. UNDERWOOD] for yielding to me the 
time to address this House. He is in favor of the treaty, but, 
like the magnanimous gentleman he is, has yielded enough 
time for me to state my position in order that my fellow Mem
bers and my constituents may know why I oppose it. . 

Mr. Chairman, I have never regarded modern reciprocity as 
a Democratic doctrine. If I had the time, I believe I could 
convince any fair-minded Democrat or Republican that it is not 
Democratic doctrine. I belie-rn that in 1854 reciprocal free trade 
between the United States an-d Canada was a Democratic <loc
trine, but mark you, my friends, the wonderful difference be
tween the reciprocal free-trp.de agreement between Canada and 
the United States ill 1854 and this so-called reciprocity treaty, 
which is no more than a revjsion of the tariff laws between the 
United States and Canada. Reciprocal free trade of 1854 put 
practically everything that was produced in the United States 
and Canada on the free list. 

That was genuine reciprocity, fair to both countries and to 
all the people concerned. In that agreement flour, breadstuffs, 
bread, meats, coal, and lard, and all of the people's necessities 
were placeO. on the free list, which is not so in the present meas
ure but on such necessities a high protective tariff is left. 

That is the last we heard of reciprocity from the Democratic 
Party until a.bout 40 years afterwards, in 1892. In the mean
time, James G. Bln.ine appeared upon the scene with his modern 
doctrine of reciprocity, which was like the sample we arc now 
discussing. I do not wonder that my young friend from Massa
clmsctts [Mr. MURRAY] stands here and sings the praises of 
reciprocity. It is strictly a New England cult and of New 
England origin. It was born in that section of the country 
which has always clamored for cheap or free raw materials 
which she has to buy and for a high protective tariff on what 
she manufactures and has to sell. That is why New England 
to-<lay is advocating so strongly free trade in farm products 
mH1 raw material. They arc willing to put the other fellow's 
i:rodncts on the free list, but whenever you take away some 
of their protection on what they produce then you will llear 
them squeal loud and protest much. New England has always 
hacl free cotton for her big cotton mi11s and high protection on 
Iler cotton manufactures. She secured free hides two years ago 
in the Payne bill and held to protection on shoes, and she now 
hopes to put all other farm products on the free list. Then Iler 
selDsll plan will be consummated. James G. Blaine is the fatllcr 
of modern reciprocity. He first presented the scheme to Ben
jamin Harrison in 1890. He urged Mr. Harrison to send his 
messa rre to Congress in 1800 advocating reciprocity. PresWent 
Harri~on did so, and who was it that introduced the reciprodty 
provision as part of the Rep?blica.n tnriff law o~ 1~90? None 
other than Nelson W. Aldrich, highest protect10mst, I sup
pose, that this country ever saw, He 'Yas responsibl~ for sec
tion 3 of the McKinley Act of 1890, which has ever smcc been 
known as the reciprocity provision of that tariff law. '\VI.ten 
that section was voted on in the Senate my recollection is that 
every Democrat in that body \Oted against it, including the 
two great Senators from North Carolina, Vance and Ransom, 
while all the Republicans, led by Mr. Aldrich, voted for it. 



·1911. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. 477 
- Uncler this section 3 various reciprocity agreements or treaties 
n-ere negotiated by the President. I might say, in.passing, that 
Gen Grant was for reciprocity, and so was President Arthur, 
and certain treaties were negotiated by that administration. 

- When Mr. C1e>elnnd came to be President he withdrew them, 
so much opposed to sham reciprocity was he. In 1~92 the 
De1oocrats curried this country nnd elected a Democratic Con
...,.ress What happened? At that time, when they met here in 
Cong~·ess on the 4th of :L\farch, 1803, various reciprocity treaties 
were in operation, and when the Wilson-Gorman law was passed 
those treaties 1Vere, ipso facto, repealed by the Democrats. In 
1892 38 years after the real reciprocity treaty with Cann.du 
in lSM the Dcmocrnts put in their platform a provision which 
sai<l th~t trade interchange on the basis of reciprocal a<lvnntages 

· to tile countries participating is a time-honored Democratic doc
ti-ine; that is, reciprocal free trade between countries, which 
was the only reciprocity ever theretofore advocated by ~he 
Democratic Party, and llence the only kind referred to as bemg 
time honorc<l; but here is what our party, in the same clause, 
said about modern reciprocity, the genus we are now consid
ering: 

We denounce the sham reciprocity which juggles with the people's 
desire for enlarged foreign markets and freer exchanges by pretending 
to establish closer trade relations for a country whose articles of export 
are almost exclusively agricultural products with other countries that 
are also agricultural, while erecting a customhouse barrier of pro
hibltive ta.rill'. taxes against the richest countries of the world that 
stand ready to take our entire surplus of products and to exchange 
therefor commoditios which are necessaries and comforts of life among 
our own people. 

Mr. Chairman, I interpret that Democratic declaration as a 
condenmation of the present treaty, and that is why I say this 
treaty appears to me to be a sham and a fraud. I quoted that 
portion of the Democratic platform in a recent published inte~
view for the purpose of showing the party had condemned this 
kind of treaty, which I consider to be a sham and a fraud and 
essentially unjust. 

When the Democratic Party repealed the reciprocity treaties 
in 1804 the Republican Party in their platform condemned the 
Democrats for it. Not only that, but they congratulated them
selres on the success of the reciprocity treaties in the following 
language: "We [the Republican Party] point to the success of 
the Republican policy of reciprocity." In 1807 various bills 
were referred to the Ways and Means Committee after the Re
publicans had regained control of th<: House, ~d this boo~ 
which I hold in my hand contains practically the history of reci
procity legislation in this country. A majority of the Commit
tee on Ways and Means, which was Republican, brought in a 
report to tho House of Representatives in which they stated that 
the repeal by the Democratic Party of the reciprocity treaties 
was "a public calamity, and that the policy that they repre
sented shall be permanently adopted in our tariff legislation." 
Who signed that report? Nelson Dingley, jr., who was the 
father of tho Dingley tariff Jaw that e>ery Democrat in the 
United States has denounced; Mr. SERENO EJ. PAYNE, the progen
itor of the Payne-Aldrich bill, and who now favors this treaty; 
Mr. JOHN DALZELL; Albert J. Hopkins; Charles S. Grosvenor; 
Jonathan P. Dolliver; George W. Steele; Martin Johnson; Wal
ter Emns; and our high-protectionist friend, James A. Tawney. 
That was the Republican view of modern reciprocity as ex
pressed by the Republican Ways and Means Committe~ and 
that is the view Mr. Taft now seems to take. Now, what did 
the Democrats on that committee say about reciprocity? Here 
is what they said in concluding their report: 

Wo conclude that there is little evidence of any mnrked benefits flow
ing from reciprocity agreements. We conclude that uniform rates of 
duty applying equn.lly to the products of all nations, is the only safe 
policy to pursue, OJ3 it can give occasion to no complaint of unfair treat
ment such as must arise under a schcmo of discriminating duties. 

That minority report was signed by Benton McMillan, of Ten
nessee, a Democrat who served on the ·ways and 1\Ieans Com
mittee probably longer than any other southern Democrat; 
Joseph Wheoler, another great Democrat from the South; and 

_ H. G. Turner, of Georgia. 
It is not fair to other nations to give Canada this advantage 

wllile at tho same time refusing to give it to other countries. 
1we believe in equal justice to all nations, as well as equal 
rights to all men. This treaty violates that great principle. 
Tho object of free farm products, as found in this Canadian 
reci1)rocity, is to give somebody an advantage over somehody 
else, nnd this is just ns undemocratic and unfair as protection, 
wllicll is nothing more nor less than giving one class of people 
an :ulnmtagc over another class. 

I quote from the Democrntic campaign llandbook of 1902: 
Moreover, such n policy disregards ·washington's wise. advice and sub

stitntcs for this noble nlle of conduct the sordid bargams, the unequal 
and ever-changing discriminations of trade treaties. This great Ile
pul>Ilc oug-ht to ~ovcrn its foreign policy by principles of justice and 
sound economic laws and treat all nations alike. Then it would need 
no commercial treaties and few political ones. 

I say, therefore, that· I hayc never regarded this kind of 
reciprocity as a Democratic doctrine. I know this treaty is not 
a Democratic measure, and my Democratic friends on this side 
will agree tllat it is not. Is there a Democrat on the floor of 
the House who will stand up here and say this treaty is Demo
cratic doctrine-a Democratic measure? I have no iclen there 
is. But it is said tllat it is a slight step, a mere step4 in the 
right direction. My colleague from North Carolina [Mr. 
KITCHIN]-and I arri sorry he is not llere-wrote n letter a 
week or two ago to a personal friend, Mr. Mc~Iichael, in our 
State on this question, and tllis friend published the letter in 
a newspaper and I have here a copy of the letter, and in that 
letter my friend [Mr. KITCHIN] says "that the Canadian reci
procity agreement is a short hobble-skirted step, but still n 
step." [Laughter.] 

Mr. Chairman, ever since that particular kind of feminine 
dress was introduced into this country I have despised it. I do 
not like hobble-skirted dresses and I do not like hobble-skirted 
treaties. [Applause.] And yet my colleague from N01·th Caro
lina-who made his strenuous effort here Saturday, lasting 
three hours-I thought, tried to convince the country that this 
is a. simon-pure, genuine-blown-in-the-bottle Democratic meas
ure· and yet he writes to a friend in North Carolina that it is 
only a. "short hobble-skirted step." I noticed a woman walk
ing down the Avenue yesterday who had on a hobble skirt. 
[Laughter and applause.] 

I wanted to see just what distance this treaty carries us in 
the Democratic direction. Now, marlc you, it is not a hobble
skirted step, but it is a •• short hobble-skirted step " ; and L 
picked out the tightest-skirted woman I could find [laughter and 
applause], and while I did not have a policeman's cyc~ometer to 
measure the length of each step she took, yet, according to my, 
eyes-and I am a reasonably young man-she <lid not step more 
that 6 inches. [Laughter and applause.] I say again that it 
appeared to me she did not progress more than 6 inches each 
step· so, if that is the actual distance this treaty is to carry us 
tow:{rd the Democratic goal, it is a ridiculously short one to 
have so much ado made about it in the Halls of national legis· 
lation. 

l\lr. SIMS. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. WEBB. If the gentleman will be brief. 
Mr. SIMS. Without the treaty the woman can not even steP. 

O inches. [Applause.] 
Mr. WEBB. .Mr. Chairman, my friend says he would rather 

take G inches than no !!!tep at all. The doctrine of de minimis 
lex non cnrnt-the law does not regard little things-applies here, 
and the people c::rre nothing for a distance of G inches on the 
long road from a Republican tariff law to a Democratic meas
ure. I am not admitting, however, that it is a 6-inch step in the 
right direction. I think it so>eral miles in tho wrong direction. 

Mr. SIMS. The gentleman says Ile measured it. [Laughter.] 
Mr. ·WEBB. Oh, I measured witll my eye the distance the 

woman stepped· but what I am talking about is the infinitesimal · 
distance accordmg to my colleague, that this treaty carries us 
toward fue goal of Democratic doctrine, and I do not even admit 
that it is in the direction of Democratic doctrine at all, but I 
strongly deny it. I say it not only carries us n? distance toward 
Democrattc doctrine, but, on the contrary, it is toward Repub
licanism, for it is a species of reciprocity which: Republicans 
have always advocated since the Civil War, and 1t was drawn 
by a Republican Secretary of State, urged upon us by a Repub
lican President of the United States, aml advocated by many 
distinguished Republicans of the House and Senate. 

Mr Chairman I was first elected to this body in 1D02. It was 
a prdud honor the good people. of th~ ninth North Carolina ~s
trict conferred on me. I earned with mo throughout the dis
trict in that campaign wllat most young men tllink is the 
regular Democratic Bible, namely, a Democratic campaign hand
book. That is where I received my first "larnin," as th~ darky 
would say, in reciprocity. And here arc some ex.Press10ns in 
that handbook. In that year, mark you, tllc national Demo
cratic congressional committee was composed. of Gov. W. W. 
Kitchin, of North Carolina, Gov. Harmon, Clark Howell, .and 
many other distinguished Democrats, among them my fnend 
from Texas, Mr. RANDELL, who is now a distinguished member 
of the Ways and Means Committee. They sent out this hand
book which I hold in my hand, to the >otcrs of the country, that 
cont~ins these expressions about reciprocity, and, in my opinion, 
they size up exactly this treaty we arc consid.ering: 

Reciprocity · 1ooks like free trade, but tastes like protection. It is 
really a new sugar coating prepare.d by the IlepubIJ.can tnril! doctors 
for many patients who are refusmg to take their protection pills 
straight. 

In practice reciprocity is worse than protection. 
Our farmers are not sending delegates to Washington to threaten 

Congress if it does not pass reciprocity legislation. '£here is nothing 
in it for farmers. To them it is a shnm and a fraud. 
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And I say, with all the emphasis I am capable of now, tlrnt 
this treaty, as far as the farmer is concerned, is a sham and a 
fraud. [.Applause.] 

necipro.city is based upon the same false theories ns is protection, and, 
like prntcction, is a Rlrnm and a humung, and to most people bas been 
and will ever continue to be a delusion and a suare. 

That expressiion describes this treaty precisely. All the argu
ments that 11a ,.e been made in behalf of this measure are to the 
(•ffcd that it will not hurt the farmer. I have not heard any 
l\IemlH~r argue that it will llelp the farmer, but before I get 
througll I will point out how the big mannfacturers and trusts 
of this country are going to be benefited and how it appears 
to me that the farmers' interests are being traded off for the 
beuefit of tlle big trusts arnl manufacturers of the United 
States. 

Another expression from tbe handbook: 
ncciprocity is put forward to save protection and to stave off the 

demand for genuine tariff revision. 

I say thnt when 1\Ir. 'raft sent this reciprocity bi11 to Con
gre~s, in January, on tlJe e\e of tlle assembling of the Demo
cratic Congress, it was sent here, it seems to me, for the pur
pose of embarrassing the Democratic Congress; and I say here 
now, with no idea of being contradicted, that it has embar
rassed us. It bus embarrassed you, and you, and you, and a. 
hundred, probably, of good Democra.ts of this Congress. 1\Iany 
Democrats are going to vote for it who do not want to do so. 
I do not like President-made laws, anyway. The people of the 
United States pay Congressmen abont $4,000,000 a year to make 
Jnws. This is exclusively the function of Congress under the 
Constitution, and it is the duty of the President to execute those 
laws when so made; but this tariff-Jaw treaty was mnde by 
the President and bis Secretary of State nnd Rent to Congress 
for our ratification, with a careful warning that the people's 
elected representati\CS must not change it, even to dotting an 
"i" or crossing a "t." This is usurping tlie duties of a great 
lawmaking body, and I object to it seriously. 

Daniel ·webster once said: 
The contest of the ages bas been to rescUI~ liberty from the grasp of 

executive power. 

The Chief Executive, Ur. Taft, not only directed the making 
of this treaty law, but is now actilely using all his tremendous 
influence and power to have it ratified by Congress. 

James G. Blaine said that reciprocity was the handmaid of 
protection, nnd I could quote on and on from leading Repub
lican nuthority, Mr. Chairman, if the clock did not warn me 
that my time is fast running away. Here are the Republican 
platform declarations in 1896 in reference to recipro~ity: 

We believe that the r<'peal (by the Democrats) of the reciprocity 
arrangements negotiated by the last Repuhlican adJ:?inistration was a 
national calamity. • " • Protection and reciprocity arc twin meas
ures of Republican policy, and go hand in hand. Democratic rule has 
recklessly struck down both. and both must be reestablished. 

Hon. E. J. HILL, a distinguished Republican Member of this 
body and who is thoroughly \ersed in the history of hi1s party, 
in a speech a few dnys ago, fen-ently advocating this treaty, 
said on the floor of tlle House that the treaty "is in full accord 
with the practice of the Republican Party in the past and also 
with ttie provisions of the national Repul>licnn platform at tlle 
present time, and that it (the treaty) squares with the Repub
lican doctrine of protection." 

My Democratic colleagues, we were elected last fall in a tariff
rm·ision-campaign fight, and I ueclare to you tllnt it does not set 
well on me to have us asseml.>le here in extra. session and begin 
our cuttings and revi ions, begin our, ta.riff reductions by placing 
nll Canadian farm products in free competition witll our own 
farmers-the tillers of the soil-whose labors feed the world and 
whoRe chi\alry and bravery ba\e fought all the battles this coun
try has won. [Applause.] Tbe little tariff on farm products 
lmrts no one, yet the first gun is aimed at him. There are 
glaring, monstrous inequalities in the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill 
that we might attack first and foremost; but, no; they are left 
for another day, and we are led by tlle Pre ident to an attack 
on the little tariff there is on the farmer's products and induced 
by him to place all he produces on tlle free list. 

Mr. Chairman, there are four or fr\e different classes of advo
c-n tes of this reciprocity treaty, it seems to me, and the first of 
these advocated which I shall mention are those who believe in 
the aune.:rntion of Canada to the United States. Among that 
uistinguished class I would place my Republican friend from 
Connecticut, Mr. EBE...~ZER J. HILL. And there are others, not 
only on the floor of this House, but all over tllis country who 
want this trade-treaty agreement with Canada, thinking that 

it will bring about annexation finally. For my part, 1\fr. Chair
man, I nm opposed to annexing Canada. ]; isber Ames once 
said that "this country is big enough." And it is too big 
now. Contine11tal United States is capable of suRtaining a thou
sand million soulR, and then o¥r country would not be as 
thickly settled ns ~fas~acbusetts is to-day. Continental United · 
States could sustnJn e\·cry human being in the entire world, and 
then our population would be no more dense than Belgium's. 
'Ve have enough territory at pr·esent; we do not need any more. 

l\fr. POU. Or the PbilippineR. 
Mr. WJDBB. No; I would like to swa]il them off or give them 

away. I fear they will be a source of unending trouble. 
In addition to this there i.· a large proportion of Oanndians 

of the Latin race, and it is an 11istorica1 fact that no Latin race 
has e\er accepted a republican form of government with any 
staying fidelity. They are natural monarchists; they will 
always look to a king and to the monarchy. There is no reason 
why we should annex Canada. We do not nee<l her, and there 
is no reason, iu my mind, for giving Canada an advantage, as 
we do in tbis treaty, over otlJer friendly nations. Why should 
we not give to the people of England, our Anglo-Saxon brethren, 
the same privileges and benefits as we extend to this mixed 
population in Canada? 

There is another claRR of men advocating this treaty who 
believe in what is known as tlle doctrine of free raw material, 
with a revenue tariff or a protective tariff on all manufactured 
articles. For my part I do not believe in this doctrine. I 
belie\e in the doctrine of that great statesman, Robert J. 
Walker, the father of our tariff faith, who worked out a policy 
which, if steadily pursued, would have put us as a party in 
power more often in the past and would carry us into power 
more surely in the future; who believed in putting a tariff on 
practically e\erything that is imported, whether raw material 
or manufactured articles, making the tariff low according to 
the necessity of the article and high in proportion to its luxury, 
so that if a tariff is a blessing everybody shares it, and if it is 
a burden e\erybody benrs it. 

1\Iy Democratic friends, when you abandon that doctrine and 
go to substituting for it the doctrine ,of putting a lot of products 
on the free list that men produce in this country, then there is 
no end to the possible free list, and the ultimate extreme to 
which you are driven is free trade. And I conceive that, under 
tlle Constitution that we ba\e liYed by and have loved for 120 
years, and under which we live to-day, that so long as that 
Constitution exists in its present form we are compelleu to levy 
a tariff tax in order to raise revenue to run the Government. 

I look upon the tariff as a tax, and therefore I would make 
that tariff fall equally and justly and impartially upon the 
shouluers of all our people, not giving to some men the right to 
buy in the cheapest market and sell their products in the highest 
market and compelling some to sell their products in the cheapest 
market and buy in tlle dearest, because that is unfair and un
just. Whenever you create a long free list and retain a long 
protected list you thereby give to some an advantage O\er others. 
If you put all raw material on the free list, you give the manu
facturer a double advantage, an advantage at both ends-the 
right to buy in the cheapest market ancl the privilege of selling 
in the lligbest market. I believe in the llistoric Democratic doc
trine of a tariff for re\cnue, so le•ied as to make the burdens 
of the tax fall equally and justly upon all. 

.Mr. Chairman, tllere is still another clnss advocating the 
treaty, and tllat class consists of those extreme free traders 
who nre willing to swallow the big protection book that is hid
den in this treaty in order to get the free-trade bait. l\1y friend 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. GEORGE], I believe, said in 
his speech that he was a free trader. Now, free trade is a 
Utopian dream at present. The Constitution will have to be 
amended materially before we can adopt free trade. We arc 
now legi. lating nnder conditions that actually exist and not 
under tllose that may be hoped for. Emry Democrat and eYery 
Republican knows that as long as we ha\e to raise $ 00,900,000 
annually by import duties we are compelled to levy a tanff tax. 
Therefore in levying the tariff tax we should levy it on prac
tically everything and give no one au advantage over anybody 
else, and not give to some the right to buy their goods from a 
free list and require tbat others must buy protected articles. 
That would be taxing some and letting others escape taxation 
altogetller. That would be as unfair as taxing all farm lands 
and letting city property escape altogether. 

There is still another class, and that class is composed of 
those who favor this treaty from purely selfish motives. Gen
tlemen all life nowadays seems to be selfish. You can scarcely 
go abo'ut the streets of this city, you can scarcely move any
where, without seeing selfishness stick up its ugly head. 
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And I tell you, my friends, I believe that selfishness and 
priYi1ege and ndYnntage are doing more to ram this treaty 
through Congress than any other single cause. Selfishness? 

- · Yes. Where is the man who will tlcny that the great metro
politan newsvapers in the United States to-day who are advo
cating this treaty, many of them because they expect to get 
free wood pulp and print paper, arc actuated by pure and 
unaclulterate<l selfishness? I declare unto you, my friends, and 
unto them, that the great newspapers of this country are no 
more entitled to free wood pulp and print paper than is the 
poor toiler on the farm in my country and the poor laborer 
entitled to free woolen clothes or free sugar. And yet you will 
not think for a moment of putting these necessities of all the 
people, poor as well as rich, on the free list. If not, why not? 
They are as much entitled to cheap sugar and cheap clothes as 
the newspapers are entitled to cheap paper. Yes, we have 
many of the great city newspapers back of this treaty because 
there is n big sating in it to them by taking the tax off their 
print paper. There is no promise on their part to reduce the 
price of the paper to their readers or the cost of advertising 
spnce, but they see cheaper print paper and therefore bigger 
profits if the treaty passes. L do not blame theni. This is such 
a selfish world that every man has to look out for self, just as 
many of the big newspapers arc doing in supporting this treaty. 

There is still another class of individuals who are support
ing this treu ty for selfish purposes. I am going to charge, and 
do charge, that the United States Steel Corporation, the biggest 
trust in the world, organizecl by J . Pierpont Morgan, the wizard 
of finance, who received $100,000,000 for organizing it, favors 
this treaty and is helping to pass it. I make the charge that 
that great corporation is advocating, this treaty. I call upon 
my· friends from Pennsylvania, the whole congressional delega
tion, many of whom I see before me, to deny that all the steel 
corporations in Pennsylmnia are backing this treaty to-day and 
are advocating it. Why are they advocating it? I will show 
yon a littl.e later that it is because they are getting a big ad
yantage in it. In the treaty Canada reuuces her tariff barrier 
against United States iron and steel manufactures, which are 
exported to Canada, and as a quid pro quo Canada in<l.uces 
us to reduce our tariff barrier against her farm products in 
order that she may export them into the United States with 
greater ease and at bigger profits to her farmers. 

The General Electric Co. wants this treaty ratified. This com
pany is controlled and owne<l. by J. P . 1\Iorgan and John D. 
Rockefeller, ::rncl is probably the closest -trust in America, be
cause many of its trust advantages arc based upon patents. 
Why are they for it? They have to use a great deal of mica in 
the manufacture of electrical machinery :ind appliances. They 
get their mica cluty free under this treaty, although mica has 
never before been placed on the free list since it wus discovered 
in the United States. It was put on the dutiable list in the tariff 
law of 1890; it was put on the clutiable list in the Democratic 
tariff law of 1894; it was put on the dutiable list in all the other 
tariff bills since- that time. Zeb Vance, the great commoner 
from North Carolina, one of the best-loved men that ever sat 
in the Senate of the United States from my country, assented 
to a duty on mica; Gov. Jarvis, that noble old Roman from North 
Carolina., .Matt Ransom, who defended our State in war ancl 
pence, John T. Morgan, of Alabama, Senator Vilas, and other 
great Democrats voted for a duty on mica, and where their foot
steps lead I gladly follow. This treaty puts mica absolutely on 
the free list nnd allows Morgan's trust to buy it from Canada 
without any tux, while retaining the same high Payne-Aldricll 
tari ff rates on all of the trust's finished products, electrical ma
chinery, whlch people everywhere are compelled to buy at the 
same extortionate prices. 

1\lr. PALlllBR. Where is mica mostly produced in this coun
try ? · 

I\lr. WEBB. It is produced in North Carolina and in Mr. 
Wrnn's district. [.Applause.] If the trusts are fighting for their 
interests in the treaty, I shall not forget my people in the fight, 
for I have neY-er gotten any bigger than the people of my dis· 
trict. [.Applnusc.] It is contrary to human nature to get too 
big to represent your own folks, they who love ancl honor you, 
and whenever any man gets too big to do so, he ought to be put 
out of Congress. That is the doctrine that Zeb. Vance laid llown 
Q.wny back more than 20 years ago when twitted about the 
tarifl' on mica, and I reiterate it here to-day, and when I get 
too big to represent the interests of my district I hope my peo
ple will beat me. I neccl not express the hope, for I lmow they 
will clo it. [.Applause.] 

There is another group of interests back of this treaty, known 
as the Hill railroad interests. James J . Hill said in an inter
view that he clid not see how a man with any sense could op-

pose it, or something to that effect. That was selfishness again 
speaking. Ur. Hill's railroads run into Canada and the United 
States, back and forth, and he wants to increase . the trade be
tween the two countries in order that dividends on his railroad 
stock may be enhanced and more money put into his pocket. 
Oh, yes; l\Ir. Hill, with all his power and influence, controlling 
about 30,000 miles of railroad, enough to girdle the earth, is acl
vocating the treaty, and we can easily understand his interest. 

The OH.AIR.MAN. The time of the gentleman from North 
Carolina has expired. 

l\lr. WEBB. May I have 15 minutes more? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I should be gln.d to give that time to 

the gentleman, but I have not got it. I will yield him ten, and 
that is all I have to my credit. 

The CHAIRMAN. How much time does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will yield the gentleman 15 minutes, 

and we will have to run a little longer. 
Mr. WEBB. I thank the gentleman very much. I realize 

that I am speaking under high pressure, because I have to put 
two hours' talk into 40 minutes. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, there is another class of citizens anxious 
to lmve the treaty passed, who, I bclieye, are decei"\""ed as to 
its effect on the cost of living, and that is the big-city dwellers. 
If every Member of this body were left to vote on this ques
tion without caucus action or other influence, I believe it would 
be the first time in the history of the United States that the 
Wg -cities would be arrayed against the country districts. I be
lieve the rural districts would vote against the trea.ty and the 
cities would vote for it, because the " interests" ancl many big 
dailies have put it into tb.cir heads that the cost of living is 
going to be reduced; and yet adYocates of the treaty on this 
floor tell us that it will not affect the cost of living, for they 
know if they do so argue it is bound to be reuuccd at the cost 
of the farmer, and this they do not want the farmer to believe. 
If the framers of the treaty really wanted. to reduce the cost 
of living, instead of taking the duty off wheat alone they would 
also have taken it off flour, too. The laboring man can not eat 
wheat, but he can eat flour. Wheat is put on the free list, while 
flour is taxed. .And yet they leave the duty on flour instead of 
tnking it off, and thus tax the people's bread. Then instead of 
taking the duty off cattle. they would have taken it off meat 
also. You can not eat a steer, but you can. eat beef. The man 
who drew the treaty, a former employee of the Steel Trust, 
left beef on the protected list at a cent and a quarter a pound, 
which will enable the Beef Trust to collect a royalty of .more 
than a cent a. pound on all beef the poor man carries home in 
his tired hands. Let me point out how the Beef Trust shows its 
fine hand in 1;.he making of this treaty. Cattle, the Beef Trust's 
raw material, are put on the free list, so·. tbat thousands can be 
driven across the Canadian border or shipped on the Hill rail
roads into the United States to be sold to the trust at the low~st 
competitive prices; but after the cattle arc converted into meat, 
sec what a tight grip the trust holds on the consumer. It 
generously consents to a reduction of one-fourth of a cent a 
pound tax on dressed meats coming into the United States, 
wllich is prohlbitive and will keep out all Canadian competition 
in this great article of food, for last year Canada only sold the 
United States $84,000 worth of mea.ts and lard; but this is not 
all. The friends of the trust induce Canada to reduce her tariff 
against .American meats ancl lard three-fourths of a cent a. 
pound on lard, and on meats H cents per pouncl, while last year 
the trust sold Canada 10,000,000 pounds of lard and large quan
tities of fresh meats, all aggregating-that is, lard and meats
$2,400,000 worth. Therefore the treaty keeps out of the United 
States trust competition i11 meats and lard and makes the 
Canadian market easier and freer for the trust. 

If you want sincerely to reduce the cost of living, put things 
that men eat on the free list-meat and bread. This treaty will 
give the trust cheaper cattle and wheat, but continues the power 
of the trusts to rob the people, as heretofore, on flour and mcn.t 
and bread. 

I take tlle position that the trea.ty is unjust to the farmer. I 
said this when I first read it, ancl I am more firmly convinced 
now than ever that it is an injustice to him. In fac t, the Ways 
and Means Committee have this morning brought from the press 
their report on the free-list bill which we will be called to vote 
upon pretty soon and which I wanted to make a part of this 
treaty as section 2, and in that report they admit that it is an 
injustice to the farming class of this country. I want to read 
you briefly an extract from that report: 

In fact, action on the Canadian agreement involves the necessity of 
further and immedia.te action in removing a number of duties on im
ports from other countries, in order that justice may be done to the 
great army of our great agricultural producers, who in the Canadian 
agreement are to have all the alleged protection removed from their 
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products without a corresponding or reciprocal removal of the pro
tective duties moi:;t burdensome on the commodities they must purchase 
as necessary to sustain their lives and industries. 

Now, gentlemen, I declare unto you that this is an admis
sion by the gentleman from Alabama [l\Ir. UNDERWOOD], Mr. 
KITCHIN, and the other Democrats of the Ways and Means Com
mittee that this treaty, which is nothing but a new tariff law 
between us and. Canada, is an injustice to the farmers of this 
country. I take the position that it is unjust, for the reason 
that all of the farmers' vroducts are put absolutely on the free 
list, while the Canadian farmers now sell to the United States, 
even with the present tariff tax against them, more than our 
farmers export to Canada. HoweYer, of the manufactured prod
ucts the reT"erse is true, and our exports into Canada are a 
thousand fold. more than Canada sends into the United States, 
making the :iµarket for American manufactured articles easier, 
but making the competitiye struggle of the American farmer 
with Canad.a :fiercer. 

The treaty places practically all agricultural products on 
the free list, thereby giving the large manufacturers and 
trusts of the country the right to buy farm products at the 
lowest price and compel the farmers to pay the manufacturers 
for finished products the highest price. The Hepublican Party 
for 40 years has maintained a system of tariff taxes which has 
enabled manufacturers to charge our people not only the wol'ld 
price for their manufactured articles, but the world price plus 
the tariff, while on the other hand the tolling farmer of the 
counh·y, who has been producing more than our home market 
could consume and therefore shipping much abroad, has been 
compelled to receive only the world price for the product of his 
toil. Nah1rally they have not shared in the legislative-macle 
prosperity, and. many of the farmers and farmers' boys during 
the last two decades, feeling the inequality in the race for the 
accumulation .of anything in life, have left the farms and gone 
to the cities and manufacturing centers where they might enjoy 
some of the artificial tariff profits. 

This movement has drained the farms of splendid laborers 
until now the time has arrived when the farmers' products have 
not kept pace with the increasing population, and therefore our 
exports of farm products are smaller, and necessarily the price 
of our farm products has risen during the last few years and 
the farmer has been getting fairer prices. But now what do 
we behold? These great tariff-made barons and millionaire 
manufacturers are not willing that the farmer should receive 
an increased price for his products, and so in order to hold him 
down and compel him to accept the world price for his goods 
they propose to turn all the farm products of that great Domin
ion to the north of us into the United States to compete witll 
every farmer that earns his living by the sweat of his face, and 
compel him to work harder and remain poorer than the tariff
protected industries of the country which ha-re fattened at his 
expense. 

ll'ormer Gov. Bachelder, of New Hampshire, now master of 
the National Grange, composed of G,000,000 farmers, said that 
these G,000,000 farmers were united in opposition to this treaty, 
and said he voiced this protest against free trade in farm prod
ucts while protection '\YaS continued on manufactured articles, 
which the farmers were compelled to buy. 

It has been truly said : 
The farmer is the progenitor of the human race, and was the first to 

stand in the presence of the Creator to recci>e from him the decree of 
the Divine mrnd on the question of labor. 

Mr. Chairman, all human progress and prosperity <lepend upon 
bis industry and success, and our mighty commercial fabric, 
which dazzles the whole -world, rests upon his broad back. All 
of the splendid ships sailing all the seas and docking at all the 
ports of earth are absolutely dependent on the corn fields, wheat 
fields, and cotton fields of the farmer. Without his industry 
and prosperity the railroad irons of our great national highways 
would soon turn to rust and. the scream of the locomotive would 
soon become a strange noise in the land. Were it not for the 
humble tiller of the soil the owls and bats would infest the lofty 
spires of our magnificent cities, and they would soon fall to 
ruins as complete as those of Herculaneum or Pompeii. 

The President of the Korth Carolina Farmers' Union thinks 
this treaty unfair and unjust to the farmer. He is one of the 
most intelligent and fair-minded men in that great State, and 
after careful study of the treaty here is what Dr. II. Q. Alex
ander, president of this great organization, says: 

I approve of your course in opposing the reciprocity treaty with 
Canada as it was presented to the House by the President. That treaty 
is not fair or just. It seeks to lower the cost of living, but taxes the 
farme1· with the reduction without in any way compensating him- for 
his loss. And I am not s.ire that it would even lower the cost of food 
products to the consumer. All articles put on the free list are in the 

raw state. No manufactured products are admitted free. The farmers 
and laborers produce the raw materials. Capital converts it into tllQ . 
finished product. - Capital is protected. The man must fight unaided 
for his living. The dollar ls placed above the man. 

1\fr. Chairman, the farmer does not demand any specinl privi
leges, but he demands equal justice. This he is entitled to and 
with nothing less will he be satisfieu. 

Lands are undoubtedly cher111er in Canada, hence taxes are 
lower, and the Canadian farmers' cost of living is chea11er than 
to our farmers, for the Canadian pays a lower tariff tax on his 
necessities. The following table shows this: 

Article. 

Tinware . ....... __ .... _ ................................... . 
Ila ts ..... -· - . -· -... -- ............... .. ...... · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 
Sugar ..•. _·-· ...... --·· ............ . ........ ...... .. .. ... . 
Hose ... -................................................. . 
Underclothing ......... _ .................................. . 
Aies ... ·············-···· ................................ . 
Scythes .. ····-······················· ·· ··················· 
Stoves ........ ·············-········ ....... . ..... . ..... ... . 
Chains (iron) ............................................. . 
ICnives and forks .•..•• ·-·································· 
Window glass .. ·-········································· 
b~~to~a~ead:: ::::::::: ::: : :: : : : : : :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : :: :: :: : 
Glassware .. ······-······· .......... .. .................... . 
Lamp chimneys .....•........................ . ............ 
Lamps ................................................... . 
Rub her coats ............................................. . 
Rubber boots and shoes._ ................... ..... ........ . 
Dlankots .. - ................ _ ............................. . 
Clocks ..... -............................... . .... . ...... ... . 

Tariff paid Tariil paid 
by by 

Canadian American 
!armor. farmer. 

Per cent. 
15 
20 
35 
25 
22~ 
20 
15 
15 

5 
20 
7t 

15 
m 
15 
20 
20 
15 
15 

Free. 
20 

Per cent. 
45 
55 
80 
87 
45 
45 
45 
45 
45 
60 

60- 75 
45 
45 

00-100 
60 

45- 60 
35 
35 

40-150 
45 

Thus the Canadian farmer can produce farm products cheaper 
than our farmers, for his burdens are ligliter, expenses less, and 
this treaty throws our farmers absolutely into the unequal 
struggle for competition with his Canadian rival. The treaty . 
places on the free list, which will reduce our revenue about 
$5,000,000, something like 54 articles produced on the farm, 
including wheat, corn, oats, rye, barley, butter, eggs, and so 
forth, while the Democratic Walker tariff law placed a tariff 
on all the farmer's products as well as on the manufacturer's; 
the Wilson-Gorman Democratic tariff law of 1894 did the same 
thing. 

:My friend from Oklahoma [Mr. FERRIS] yester'day spoke in 
glowing terms of the fact that barbed wire wns put on the free 
list in the treaty. Oh, my friends, what a ridic'lllous proposition! 
Does anyone think the farmer can be thus fooled? We have not 
imported a pound of barbed wire from Canada since it became a 
proYince of England; but we do export into Canada about a 
million dollars' worth a year. Now they take the tariff off 
barbed wire in order that it may come into the United States 
from Canada to compete with the Steel Trust in the farmers' 
interest. The only barbed-wire manufactory in Canada is a 
subsidiary corporation belonging to the United States Steel 
Trust. Now, when you have the United States Steel Trust in 
Canada competing with the United States Steel Trust in the 
United States will it not be a glorious competition and will not 
the price fall rnpiU.ly? This is a joke. To mention it is to laugh. 

Yes; the Coal Trust gets in its work, too. The duty on coal 
going into Canada is 53 cents a ton. This treaty reduces the 
duty on coal going into Canada from 53 to 45 cents 11 ton, but 
keeps the same strangle hold on the peo11le on all conl coming 
into the United States by retaining the Payne-Aldrich duty. 
The Coal Trust, of course, wants the treaty because it is gi\ing 
easier access to Canadian markets, but keeps the same exclusive 
tnriff on all coal coming into the United States; and the price 
of coal will not be reduced to our people. Canada shipped only 
$512,000 worth of coal last year to the United Stntes, while tho 
United States Coal Trust sold into Canada $11,000,000 worth. 
This treaty keeps out material competition with the trust, but 
makes the Canadian market easier and freer for the trust. 

Let us take up the Agricultural Implement Trust. That trust 
hns had the people of the United States by the throat, especially 
the farmers, for years. It gets the lion's share in this treaty. 
Plows, hoes, rakes, diggers, thrashing machines, drill s, and all 
sorts of agricultural implements are going into Canada llereaftcr, 
when this treaty is passed, at a reduced Canadian rate. The ordl
nnry Canadian rate against agricultural implements is from 215 to 
17! per cent. This treaty reduces the Canadian tariff against 
agricultural implements cl.own to 15 per cent. Therefore, tho 
Agricultural Implement Trust will sell more of these articles 
to Canada and reap bigger pro.fits. 
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Bnt, mark you, the treaty gives this trust the same Payne

Aldrich protecth·e duty on all agricultural implements coming 
into the United States, so as to insure the old-time robbery of 
our farmers. Our entire purchases from Canada of agricultural 
implements during the year 1910 were only $74,0-00, if this book 
which I hold in my hand is correct, while the trust sold to 
Canada $2,230,000 worth of agricultural implements in that 
yenr, and this treaty simply makes the Canadian market larger 
ancl freer to that trust by lowering the Canadian tariff wall, 
but enables the Agricultural Implement Trust to rob the Amer
ican farmer as it has in the past. 

The Cement Trust was remembered, too, when this treaty was 
being framed, you might say, in secret, for the public and all 
Congress was kept in ignorance of it until it was ready to be sent 
to us, with orders that it must not be amended in the slightest 
particular, but that it must go through Congress with a hop, 
skip, and a jump or a dire exh·a session would be called. Well, 
the Cement Trust induces Canada to reduce her tariff on cement 
1! cents per hundred pounds, but the obliging treaty. makers 
were carefnl not to lower the protective duty on cement coming 
into the United States, but kept the snme Payne-Aldrich rate 
on it. · So cement will sell no cheaper-to our people, but the trust 
gets nn easier market in Canada. 

In the few remaining moments that I have I desire to make a 
personal explanation. ~Last Saturday my friend and colleague 
from North Carolina [Mr. KITCHIN], against whom I have no 
unkind feeling and with whom the most cordial relations exist, 
delivered somewhat of a lecture to those of us who could not 
see tbe situation as he does. He said that we were in mighty 
bad company, and even suggested that Mr. DALZELL had actually 
come oYer and influenced or fooled-I have not seen his speech, 
for it has not yet been published, and do not recall his exact 
words-the North Carolina Democrats in Congress, six of whom 
are against the treaty. Now, my friend Mr. KITCHIN did ·not 
mean tllat. He could not have meant it, and yet it has gone 
over my State that he said it. I do not have any idea that 
he meant that Mr. DALZELL could corrupt Mr. GUDGER, or Mr. 
PAGE, or Mr. Pou, or Mr. DOUGHTON, or Dr. FAISON, or myself, 
or anybody else from North Carolina. However, so far as the 
company is concerned, in view of the gentleman's present com
pauions in support of this treaty, I must conclude that even Mr. 
JoHN DALZELL is pretty fair .company, because it has not been 
two months ago since we hnd up what is known as the tariff 
commission board bill, and when the vote was taken on the 
measure I find my good friend, the Hon. CHAMP CLARK, the 
Democratic S11ea.ker, and Mr. OSCAR UNDERWOOD, the present 
Democratic floor leader, broke away from Mr. KITCHIN and 
voted with l\fr. JoIIN DALZELL. [Laughter and applause.] 

l\lr. ·DALZELL did not corrupt or fool l\Ir. UNDERWOOD and Mr. 
CLARK; of course not. '.rhat kind of reasoning on the part of 
my colleague is not argument, but it is a species of an attempt 
to prejudice people's minds, and if I were as gifted in that sort 
of suggestion as my friend 1\1r. KITCHIN is, I would say that 
he is in rather bad political company, too, becam::e around him 
stand the progenitor of the Payne-Aldrich bill, l\:Ir. PAYNE, and 
our friend Nelson W. Aldrich is very anxious to have this 
treaty passed. The horrible Aldrich is for the treaty and so is 
l\fr. KITCHIN. [Laughter.] The Steel Trust is for the treaty 
and so is l\fr. KITCHIN. Andrew Carnegie, who boasts that he 
has made 43 millionaires in his lifetime and who is afraid that 
he vdll die rich, so much money has he made off 1the people, is 
for the treaty, too. The Beef Trust is for the treaty and so is 
l\Ir. KITCHIN. The Cement Trust wants it, too. Judge CRUM· 
PACKER, who has always ardently favored cutting down southern 
r epresentation in Congress on account of the Negro vote, is for 
the treaty, and Mr. KITCHIN is going to vote with him. The 
Agricultural Implement Trust is bending every energy to have 
the treaty passed n.nd so is l\fr. KITCIIIN. Mr. J. Pierpont 1\Ior
gnn, who wields more power and influence than any throned 
monarch and whose financial will Presidents of the United 
States dare not contrnry, supports the treaty. In that bouquet 
of great financial wizar<ls, powerful, heartless trusts, and 
high-protection Republicans my friend KITCHIN at present 
finds himself safely ensconced as the central .flower. [Laughter 
~md applause.] 

He twits me because I am not willing that mica should go on 
tllc free list. Here again I refer to my former statement. Yes; 
mien is produced in North Carolina, in the mountains of my 
good State and district. Many poor people up there are pay
ing the Steel Trust a high tariff tax on their picks, axes, and 
shoYels with which they dig out this mineral, and are selling it 
for the best price that monopolistic buyers will pay them. Now 
comes along this treaty, this new tariff law, framed by friends 
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of the great trusts, and places mica on the free list, although 
mica is the best rm·enue producer in all the list in comparison 
with the amount produced in the United States and imported. 
Why, in Hl07 there was paid $435,000 duty on. mica. Now a 
large portion of this revenue will be destroyed and remitted 
to the trust, and the taxes will be increased on the necessities 
of the poor in order to make up this loss of revenue. He stated 
that if you scratched a little deeper into my position on the 
treaty you would find mica. No; you do not have to scratch to 
find where I am on any question. 

I told my fellow Democrats in the caucus that · last fall when 
my people in the mountains wanted to know how I stood on 
the tariff nnd mica that I said to them that I would not promise 
that I would not vote for a reduction of the duty on mica, but 
being a Democrat and believing in a tariff for revenue, as the 
fathers of our party believed, and as there had always been a 
duty on mica·, and since the Wilson-Gorman Democratic tariff 
law put a tariff on mica, that in view of this record of my 
party that I would not vote to put that article on the free list, 
and, my friends, I am not going to do it. [Applause.] Cer
tainly not at the behest of a trust and a Republican adminis
tration. The caucus at once excused me from voting for the 
treaty. 

Now, my friends, I do not care to be personal, but if I had 
the gift of innuendo and was willing to use it again~t political 
friend and foe as my colleague did in his long speech on Sat
urday, I ruight say that if you will scratch a little deeper under 
his advocacy of this treaty you might find peanuts. 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. l\fr. Chairman, I simply desire 
to call the attention of the gentleman from North Carolina to 
the fact that l\fr. KITcrrrn is out of the Chamber. 

Mr. WEBB. I am very sorry he is not present. I dicl not 
know when I was to speak; if I had, I would have notified Mr. 
KITCHIN; but, after all, Mr. Chairman, I am saying no more 

. about my colleague than he said about me. I understood from 
a colleague that he would be here to-day. This hour is the only 
time I could get to speak, and I must avail myself of it. 

Now, l\fr. Chairman, I say I am sorry that my friend and 
colleague from North Carolina [Mr. KITCHIN] is not here. 
There is no feeling between him and myself. We married in 
the same town, we attended the same church, graduated from 
the same institution, belonged to the same college society, are · 
members of the same church and affiliate with the same political 
party, so there is absolutely no feeling between us. [Laughter.] 
I am only replying to him in kind and in the kindest way, and 
as he suggested mica as the moving cause for my position on 
this treaty, I would suggest that my colleague from North Caro
lina [l\ir. KITCHIN] has a large peanut-growing district. More 
peanuts are produced in his district, possibly, than in any dis
trict in the United States. Now, I do not insinuate that a little 
thing like a peaaut would ~nfluence a great big man like my 
friend KITCHIN. [Laughter.] But it is a fact that Canada now 
levies a tax of 3 cents per pound on imported shelled peanuts 
and 2 cents a pound on unshelled peanuts, and by this treaty 
Canada is to reduce the duty on peanuts 75 per cent, and it 
should be remembered that she is the greatest purchaser of 
American peanuts. But, mark you, the duty of 19! per cent 
protection on peanuts coming into the United States is retained 
in the treaty, which is the Payne-Aldrich protection duty. 

l\ir. KITCHIN says, in the Mc.Michael letter, that the treaty 
will enlarge the peanut market and not hurt United States pea
nuts, because Canada produces none. 

I do not say that this fact is the moving cause behind my 
colleague's zeal for the treaty, but I do say that it seems to 
me to be a little unfair for him to accept a protective tariff of 
19! per cent on his peanuts and then use every effort to tak~ 
all the tariff off mica produced in my district and place it on 
the free list. [Loud applause.] 

Mr. U:~l)ERWOOD. l\fr. Chairman, I ask the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL] to even up the time. 

Mr. DALZELL. l\fr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from California [l\fr. KAHN]. -

l\lr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, we in the State of California arc 
somewhat familiar with the subject of reciprocity. We know 
from actual experience how detrimental reciprocity treaties are 
to home industry. We are protectionists in that State, for the 
doctrine of protection ·as applied to the products of our State 
has brought great material prosperity to that Commonwealth. 

I was an insurgent in this House in the Fifty-seventh Con
gress when Cuban reciprocity was before it. At that time Cuba 
was producing about 600,000 long tons of sugar per annum. 
The beet-sugar industry in this country, and especially in the 
State of California, was an important and a gfowing one. We 
felt that if Cuban reciprocity should be enacted into law 
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it would materially injure tho beet-sugar industry in that 
State. But Cuban reciprocity was enacted, and in 1010 
1,800,000 long tons of sugar were produced in Cuba, much of 
it controlled by the Sugar Trust. The cost of sugar to the 
cousumer has not been reduced a fraction of a cent, and tho 
20 per cent reduction on Cuban sugar under the Cuban reci
procity bill, which, according to the statement of tho gentleman 
from .Michigan [Mr. FoRD~EY] on this floor tho other day, 
amounts in all to about $77,000,000 up to the present time, has 
practically gone into the pockets of the Sugar 'l'rust. The 
people of the United States as consumers have not profited a 
single cent as the result of Cuban reciprocity. 

Some years before that the Hawaiian Islands entered into a 
reciprocity treaty with the United States, and sugar came free 
from those islands. The consumer did not get the fraction of a 
cent benefit, but a half dozen men became multimillionaires. 
They, and they alone, were the beneficiaries under Hawaiian 
reciprocity. So that we have had actual experiences that 
ought to have taught the American people a lesson on the subject 
of reciprocity agreements. During the McKinley administra
tion some half dozen reciprocity treaties were negotiated with 
as many countries, and those treaties were sent to the Senate 
for ratification. They were negotiated by Mr. ~asson, of Iowa, 
on behalf of the United States. Every one of them contem
plated the reduction of duty on some product of California, and 
the Californians in this House and in the Senato fought with 
all their might to pre...-ent the ratification of those treaties. 
We helped to defeat them, and the people of California ap
plauded our course. And I feel to-day that every other State 
in tho Union is equally entitled to that measure of protection 
for its industries that those industries may require. [Applause 
on the Republican side.] 

I was rather entertained the other day when this reciprocity 
question came up on tho floor of this House by tho colloquy 
that occurred between the distinguished gentleman from North 
Carolina. [Mr. KITCHIN] and some of my Republican friends on 
this side of the Chamber who are opposecl to the pending meas
ure. It seems to me that some of my Republican brethren are 
not altogether consistent. They want to put wheat on a. pedestal 
because it happens to be the product of their particular section 
cf our country, but they are willing to sacrifice the industries of 
other sections, which said industries probably require protection 
just as much as does wheat. I believe that the industries of 
every section of this country, if they require protection, should 
be protected. I do not believe that because my district happens 
to produce something that requires protection that that com
modity should be protected ancl that the duties on products of 
other districts should be lowered simply because my constitu
ents haye to purchase those commodities. That kind of near 
protection-" mercerized protection," if you please-does not 
appeal to me. Either the protection principle is right or it 
is wrong. I believe it to be right, and in my humble judg
ment it must either stand or fall as n principle and in its 
entirety. 

The bill now before this House materially affects some of our 
inclustries in the West. We hnse in California a comparati¥ely 
new one, an infant industry in the true sense of the wor<l, one 
that has been built up within the last three or four years, the 
industry of manufacturing whale oiL Under this bill whale oil 
will be admitted from Canada absolutely free. Under the Payne 
bill it pays 8 cents a gallon duty. Whale oil is used largely in 
tho manufacture of soap. Now, the ships that are engaged in 
thnt industry in the State of California are built in American 
shipyards. They cost about $80,000 apiece. The Canadian 
fillips, on the other hand, are built in Norwegian shipyards, and 
they cost about $23,000 apiece. The crews that man the Ameri
can ships get wages of a.bout $75 a. month per man, and tho 
owners of the yessels ha:rn to feed the men. It is claimed that 
the expense of feeding the men is about $1 per day per man. 
'rhe crews on the Canadian ships get about $40 a. month per man, 
antl they feed themselrns, because they are principally Chinese 
and Japanese. 

On tho other hand, the men on the American ships are prin
cipnlly A..mcric:m citizens. Besides, the harpoons, bombs, and 
otller paraphcrna.liu used in this industry are manufactured 
abroad, and when brought into this country pay n duty to our 
GoYernment. On tho other hand, the same kind of implements 
brought into Canada for use on Canadian whaling ·rnssels pay 
eitller a much lower tluty or cone at nll. If this bill should puss, 
either the inclnstry will be destroyed, so far as the United 
States end of it is concerned, or those engngecl in tlie industry 
in this country wili ha\e to hie themselves to Canada, put their 
yessels under the Canadian flag, and thus gi"ro another blow to 
the American merchant marine. 

The following letters set out the situation regarding the 
whale-on industry quite fully: 

TIIE CHAl\IIlEll Oli' CO:U::IIERCE OF SA)l' FR..!.~CISCO, 

lion. JULIUS KAU~, 
San Fmncisco, April S, 1911. 

2712 TVcbstcr Street, San Francisco. 
Srn: The inclosed copy of a letter received by this chamber from the 

Bnrneson-Hibberd Co., protesting against the enactment of the le;;;lsla
tion which will permit the free entry from Canada of whale oil in to the 
the United States, has received the unanimous indorsement of the l.>0ard 
of trustees, and by theh· direction it is referred to you for your favor
able and courteous consideration. 

Yours, very truly, C. w. BunKs, Sccrctar-y. 

B.u:~Eso~-HrnnEno Co., (Ixc.), 
l ·:HJ CALIFORNIA STREET, 

San Francisco, Oal., March 31, 1911. 
Capt. WILLIA::II :"11.A.Tsox, 

P1·esidcnt Ohambcr of Oomme1·ce, 
San Francisco, Oal. 

DEAR Srn: We <lesire to invite your attention to a clause in the reci
procity act with Canada which, if passed, wlil permit of the importation 
of whale oil into the United Stutes of America free of duty. 

At the present time there Is u <luty of 8 cents per gallon on this 
article, and, as we are manufactnrers of whale oil, we desire to obtain 
the assistance of your honorable body in an endeavor to have this article 
stricken out of the reciprocity actl for the followin~ reasons : 

We have invested up to this t ma the sum of '!>400,000 in steamers 
and plant in southeastern Alaslm, which includes our two whalers. 
Our annual cost of operation ls $150,000. all of which money is spent 
in San Francisco and on Puget Sound. To build boats for tho purpose 
of this work we are compelled, under the laws of this country, to have 
them constructed in the shipyards of the United States, where they cost 
us $80,000 fully equipped for the purpose of whaling. At our station 
we pay a wage of 25 cents an hour and bonrd to from 75 to 100 em
ployees during the season. 

On the west ICOast of Vancouver Island there are situated three 
whaling stations in operation, and at this time these people arc build· 
Ing three more stations. They have just brought out from Norway 
5 Norwegian-b~ilt whalers, making a total of 12 boats, which they 
will operate th1s season, and, we understand, plans are already drawn 
!or more boats for next season. These boats cost them in the neighbor
hood of about £4,000 in Norway, or $20,000 American money. To operate 
their stations they employ Japanese an<l Chinese coolies, to whom they 
pay a wage of about $40 per month, these men boarding themselves, 
as against our cost of $75 per month and board, which amounts to $1 
per day per man. Their expense .of operating their steamers Is also 
one-hnlf of what it costs us to operate our boats. 

At the time we formed the company for operating this whaling in
dustry we went into the matter carefully, an<l while we fully realized the 
vast dill'erencc in the cost of operation on the American side as com
pared to that on the British side, WC concluded that the 8 cents per 
gallon duty on this product protected us enough so that we could make 
a success of the business. Should this duty be removed we will be 
powerless to operate In face of the competition of our opponents on 
the British side, and It will result in the total loss of our investment. 

In addition to the above we invite your attention to the fact that 
we are compelled to use the Norwc6fan bemp line for our whalinh and 
also Norwegian harpoons, guns, etc., on all of which class of goods we 
are compelled to pay u heavy bounty when bringing them into the 
country. 

The 'J:'yee Co. are the pioneers for making this class of whale oll 
in the United Stutes, and in addition were compelled to create their 
own market. 

When this company first commenced to manufacture this product we 
we not able to sell n single barrel in the United States, and were forced 
to send our output to Glasgow, where it was sold at a heavy loss. 

In competition with the product of tho cheaply operated foreign 
plants, as we ha-re only 2 steamers against 12 of our competitors, you 
can readily see there is not much chance for this infant industry if it 
is not all'orded this protection, partlcularly us at the present time the 
American markets are not taking en.re of our whole production. 

We have gradually educated the consumers of America to the fact 
that they can use this product for the manufacture of soap, and at the 
present tlmc the different soap manufacturers, both on the Paclfic 
coast and . .Atlantic seaboard, are using the ITTeatcr part of our output, 
but stlll making it necessary for us to dispose of a p~rtlon of our out
put in the foreign mnrket at a loss. 

Our annual output is about 10,000 barrels, on wllich the duty ls 
S3G,OOO. This nmount represents more than our season's srofit for 
the work of the entire plant, whlch is an investment of $40 ,000. If 
this duty is with!lrawn, we will not only lose the profit, bot our markets 
will be in>aded by se>eral times that amount of oil from British 
Columbia, and the value of our plant will thereby be entirely destroyed, 
as the markets at the present time will not t11kc up all of our output; 
and if our competJtors, with their cheap production, arc allowed to come 
in and compete with us they will be able to drive us entirely out of 
business and destroy the value of our plant. 

In '\"lcw of the foregoing facts we respectfully ask that your body 
take prompt action to protest ai;ainst the admission of whale oil into 
the United States from Canada free of duty. 

Wo operate our whaling industry under the name of The Tyce Co. 
Yours, respectfully, 

Il.A.RXESO~-H:m:r::rno co., 
I. N. HIBBERD, Vice Pi·csiclcnt. 

Take the paper inclustry, and in that •ery connection let me 
call your attention to that feature of the Republican platform 
that has been so often referrecl to on this floor, that the meas
ure of protection should be tho difference between the cost ot 
production here and abroad plus a reasonable profit. The rC: 
port of the Tariff Commission, submitted by the President to 
the Senate on February 28, 1911, shows that as to news print 
paper alone in various sections of this country there is a ·rnria
tion in the cost of production of $14.19 a ton. In other worcls, 
news print paper can be manufactured in some sections of our 
country a.t $14 a ton cheaper tcun it can be produced in somo 
other sections of the country. 
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Now, how are you going to get at the true measure of the 
difference in the cost of production of a commodity abroad and 
in this country when the variance in our own country is as 
great as that? · [.Applause.] This is what the Tariff Commis
sion has to say about it: 

COST OF PRODUCTION OF NEWS PRINT PAPER. 

As will be seen from Tables 3 and 4, the total cost of production of 
news print paper in bulk at the mills varies from $25.38 to $39.u7. 
trhls represents a variation of $14.19, equal to an excess of 55.9 per 
cent · over the lowest cost. To account for this difference we find 
that the difference between the highest and lowest cost of ground 
wood is $10.7u, and that $7.58 represents the difference in cost be
tween the highest and lowest for sulphite, making a total difference in 
cost of pulp per ton of paper equal to $18.33, or more than the entire 
difference in the total cost of production of paper. The differences in 
the cost of production of pulp, both ground and sulphite, have been 
explained above. 

The cost of other materials per ton of paper ranges from 31 cents to 
$3.08. These other materials are made up of fillers, alum, bleach chem
icals, color, and sizing. The difference in the cost of these items peL· 
ton of paper is due partly to the difference in prices paid by various 
concerns and par·tly to the lack of uniformity in practice in the use of 
these materials resulting in a great deal of waste in some mills. 

The cost of manufacturini? labor per ton of product equals $3.25 on 
an averag-e for the entire mdustry. It represents a variation from 
$2.1!) to $G.OG per ton. * * * . 

Other costs, representing miscellaneous supplies, repair labor, operat
ing expenses, etc., vary from $5.44 to $8.55, the average for the entire 
industry being $7.07. The most important item included in this group 
is the expense for repairs., consisting of repair materials and repair 
labor. On the item repair materials (Table 4) the cost per ton of 
paper varies from G cents to $2.14. This wide divergence lrns been 
referred to in the explanatory statement preceding the tables. Taking 
the unrevised figures, the high charge may be due to the fact that 
extensive repairs were made in a single year, instead of being dis
tributed, or the differences may be due to divergence in equipment ancl 
age of machinery in the various plants. 

The average cost of producing a ton of paper for the entire industrv 
is $3!!.53. Nearly one-fourth of the tonnage investigated was produced 
at an average cost of $26.07 per ton; nearly one-half was produced at 
a cost of $32.90; and the remainder at an average cost of !ji37.2 . All 
of these costs represent the charges actually carried on tlle books of 
the companiel"l, including any profit charged on wood pulp, and without 
allowance for depreciation. 

nut a still more interesting statement, which shows tbe 
difference of the cost of production in the mills of the Uniteu 
States and Canada, is the following: 

Table 9 gives the compariso.n of lowest cost, highest cost, and aver
age cost in the mills of the United States and Canada. Attention 
should be called to the fact that in these tables * • * the 
totals do not equal the separate items, except in the case of the 
column for average cost. This is to be expected, as where lowest costs 
are giv~n. the lowest figure is taken for each separate item, and no 
single mill has the lowest cost on all items. Consequently, the lowest 
total cost must be in excess of the sum of the preceding items. For 
exactly simllar reasons, in the column giving highest costs the highest 
total cost will be below the sum of the separate items in the same 
column. 

- Lowest, highest, and average costs of production of pulp and neics print 
paper in the United States and Canada. 

Lowest cost per Highest cost per A vel'l\ge cost per 
ton of ~roduct. ton of product. ton or product. 

Items. 
United Canada. United Canada. United Canada. States. States. States. 

---------
Ground wood pulp: 

$7.33 S5. 74 Wood ....................... Sl5. 01 $9. 71 $10. 64 $7.07 
Manufacturing, labor ........ .98 1. 50 3. 78 2. 46 2.12 1. 93 
Other costs ........ -......... .29 .82 7.00 3.30 2.02 2.14 

-----------------
Total cost in bulk at mills .. 10.13 9.57 20.07 14. 72 14. 78 11.13 

---------------
Sulp~~~cf ~~: .... _ ... _. _ .... _. _. 13.28 12.02 25.89 18.04 19.08 14.32 

Manufacturing, labor ........ 2. 09 2.87 4.83 5.45 3.63 4.15 
Other costs .................. 7.48 7.29 13.02 9.51 10.01 8.87 

------------------
Total cost in bulk at mills .. 24.11 24.09 38.43 33.00 32. 72 Zl.34 

---------------= News print paper: 
Ground wood pulp __ .•...... 7. 79 7.18 18.54 10.88 12.61 9.22 
Sulphite pulp ........•...... 6.31 3. 71 13.89 8.54 8. 43 6.50 
Manufacturing, labor ....... _ 2.19 2.97 6.06 3.55 3.25 3.25 
Other costs ....... --····-· ... 5. 75 8.44 11.63 10.12 8.24 9.42 

------------------
Total cost in bulk at mills .. 25.38 25.17 39.57 30.Zl 32.53 28.39 

From this it would appear that the difference in cost of pro
duction of news print paper in the United States and Canada 
is $4.14 per ton in favor of Canada. This does not include the 
reasonable profit referred to in tlie Republican platform, but 
simply the difference of cost of production. And yet the duty 
on news print paper is only $3.75 per ton under the Payne law. 
Small wonder that the paper manufacturers of the United 
States, with their $300,000,000 of invested capital, are vigor
ously protesting against this Canadian reciprocity measure. 
And I honestly believe that if it were not for this particular 

ite·m of print paper and its twin sister, wood pulp, there would 
be "none so poor to do it "-the pending measure-" reverence." 

The attitude of the Pacific coast paper manufacturers is well 
stated in the following letter: 

WILLAMETTE PULP & PAPER Co. (INC.), 
San J!'rnncisco, Oal., Mat·ch 21, 1911. 

Hon. JULIUS KAHN, 
House of Representatives, Washington., D. 0. 

DEAR SIR : Please note the inclosed copy of a letter which we under
stand has been sent to the Senators and Representatives of the State 
of Washington by Mr. Howarthhpresident of the Everett Pulp & Paper 
Co. The arguments set forth t erein have our thorough approval, and 
the facts as stated are not only correct as regards the effect upon the 
general paper industry, but are especially pertinent when considered 
with reference to the manufacture of news print paper. 

The difference in cost of stumpage in Oregon or Washington and 
British Columbia is equivalent to about $2.50 per ton of finished paper 
in favor of British Columbia, and the exemption from taxes and from 
labor restrictions, also from duties upon articles used in manufacture1 constitutes enough more difference to warrant the present tariff ox 
$3.75 per ton. If that tariff should be taken off, British Columbia 
would have at least that advantage over manufacturers of the Pacific 
coast located within the United States. 

We therefore ask that you do your utmost to protect one of the im
portant industries of this coast by opposing the reciprocity treaty and 
leaving the duty on printing and other paper as it now stands, so that 
future expansion of the industry on this coast will not be confined 
entirely to British Columbia, and the capital which might otherwise be 
invested in the United States be diverted there. 

Asking your thoughtful consideration of these questions and your 
support of the tariff upon our manufactured product, we remain, 

Sincerely yours, · 
WM. PIERCE JOH"N"SO:N", President. 

The P1·csident having called an extra session of Congress expressly 
for the purpose of considering the Canadian reciprocal treaty, we de
sire to lay before you facts bearing upon the same as afl'.ecting the 
pulp and paper industry. 

.As manufacturers of paper and pulp we are vitally interested in this 
so-called reciprocity, and danger lies in the difrerent interpretations 
of the provisions which can lle put upon same by Congress or the Treas
ury Department. 

Paper makers might contend that paper or pulp can not come in free 
unless all restrictions are taken off by all the Provinces on wood cut on 
Crown lands, while the other interpretation would be by the publishers 
and nscrs of paper that it can come in. Certain Canadian Provinces 
absolutely p~·o.hil>it tbe expo~t of pulp wood from Crown lnnds and re
fuse uncond1t10nally to modify or in any way change from that posi
tion. There is suflicient wood and water power, other than the Crown 
lands of the different Provinces of Canada, to produce enough paper, 
mechnnlcal and chemical pulp, to mnke inoperative many of our well· 
r~t~~~~-hed concerns if Canadian paper products are permitted to come 

The whole 8aper industry of this country, in which there is invested 
some $300,00 ,000, would be in great clanger in the future without a 
more definite understanding. 
. The manufacture of high-grade book papers, which next to newspaper 
is the most important in this country and in which great sums of 
money have been invested under the protective system, find a clause 
in the proposed treaty in the McCall bill " provided such paper and 
board valued at 4 cents per pound or less is to be admitted free." 

'l'he fore~olng affects all paper and pulp industry of this country 
making paper from wood pulp below the value of 4 cents per pound. -

Particularly in regard to the manufacture of book and magazine 
papers, of which grade this concern is the only one west of the Mis
souri and located on the Pacific coast, would we submit these facts. 

During the investigation of the paper industry by the United States 
Government in 1908, a full report of which is now on file at Washing
ton, D. C., this company made a sworn statement, as will be found on 
pages 1862 to 18GG, inclusive, of such record, in which, on page 18G5, 
we give reasons wny the placing of newspaper, book, and magazine 
paper on the free-tarifl' list would mean the crippling, if not the anni· 
hilation, of our industry. (Excerpt from report hereto attached.) All 
of which reasons hold good to-day. 

In consequence of the proposed free tariff being only with Canada, 
this makes our case more aggravated and furnishes stronger reasons 
~o;i~1~~~g out our contention, viz, the seeking of a location in British 

The further reasons other than those as contained in the attached 
excerpt are : 

First. '.rhe concessions or subsidies offered by the British Columbia 
Government to encourage the establishing of pulp and paper industries 
in that Province, by which certain pulp-wood limits are assigned upon 
a nominal stumpage of 15 cents per cord for all pulp wood used dur
ing the first 21 years of operation, the stumpage to be paid thereafter 
being a matter of agreement, with privilege of cutting the timber on 
said wood limits into lumber upon paying a nominal rental as provided 
under timber limits, and a further stumpage charge of 50 cents per 
thousand on whatever is cut. In that way the best part of the tree is 
used for lumber and the balance for pulp and paper making, thus gain
ing two advantages. 

Second. The granting in fee simple of water powers without cost 
other than cost of development. 

The stumpage value to-day in the Paclfl.e northwest of the United 
States of America for pulp wood not suitable for lumber is from 50 
cents to 60 cents per cord, with yearly increase, and even if present 
concerns own their individual requirements, due to interest on invest
ment and taxes, the difference at p~esent values makes an advantage 
of about $1 per ton of paper made in favor of Canada, on pulp wood 
only, without taking into account the further advantage of lumber 
operation in connection with a pulp and paper mill. 'l'he stumpage 
value in Puget Sound district of the State of Washington to-day 
of similar class of timber to that in British Columbia, equally avall
F~f to transportation by rail or water, is from $2 to $3 per thousand 

Third. Certain raw materials used by us in the manufacture of paper 
upon which there is a duty into the United States are admitted free 
into Canada, and which makes an increase in our cost of raw materials 
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compared with Canada of about $12,845 per :rear, or $1.50 per ton of 
paper produced, viz : 

Duty 1.nto Canada. Duty into _United States. ~~~= 

English china clay ..... . 
Bleaching powder ..... . 
Alum .................. . 
Copper wire clot h ••..... 
Aniline dyes, ultr:mia-

rlne colors. 
P o.pc:r m.n.kers' !eltings 

nnd jacketings. 

Free . .. •..•....... $2.50 per ton ............. . 
Free. • . . . . . • • . . • . . t cant per pound .....•.... 
Free. • • • • • . . • • • • • • t cent per pound ......... . 
17! percent •.•..•. 4.5 per cent . ... . ...•. •..... 
Free... • . . • . . . . • . • 30 per cent and 3 cents per 

pound. 
30 per cent........ 44 cents per pound and 00 

per cent. 

$3, 750 
4, 800 

795 
1,000 
1,000 

1,500 

Fonrth. The emploJIDcnt o! J"apanesc, Hindustani, and orlentnl labor, 
which a r c not employed in the States of Washington or Oregon in papcr
mill opt>1·a tlons, means an advantage in British Columbia. o! approxi
mately $G per ton of paper made. 

It is surprii:;ing that In such an important matter, affecting as it docs 
one of tbe largest industries of the country, viz, paper industry, tbe 
facts recited have been overlooked and, briefly stated, arc: 

1. Subsidies or concessions granted by Canada. to enconrage the locat
ing of paper industries placed tbe United States paper industries at a. 
dis a dvan ta.ge. 

~- Unequal duties on raw materials entering into the manrrfactufc of 
paper placing United States pulp and paper Industries at a disad
vantage. 

3. 'l'he employment of cheap oriental labor. 
4. The ambiguous language as to the export duty on wood used in tllc 

manufacture of paper, board, or wood pulp applying- to Crown grant, 
pulp licensed, leased, or any other timbered lands. . 

The action of the President in suggesting practically free trade be
tween Canadian Provinces and A.mericu on paper will, if followed by an 
act of Congress agreeing thereto, be a decided blow and serious menace 
to ma nufacturing of that kind of. product on the Pacific coast of tbc 
United f:Ha tes. 

At the time of tbe investigution by tbe United States Government in 
1008 we made an exhaustive investigation of the conditions and ad
vantages of location of pulp and paper industries in British Columbia, 
with the view of making all our additions in that Province, and we were 
then and are now prepared to consider seriously the removal of our 
plant to that country in case of the removal of the protective duty, for 
in addition to tbe adverse taril! action proposed by the Prcstdent we are 
harassed on this canst by very stringent labor laws, labor commissions, 
and employers' liability laws, extraordinary taxes, both franchiRe and 
otber, and, in fact, a generally arbitrary assailment of a legitimate 
manufacturing enterprise. By contrast the Canadian Government is ex
tending all sorts of concessions to Investors in that country. 

A large plant is now under construction in British Columbia a little 
north of Vancouver, and will be absolutely unrestricted as to labor, 
whether white or oriental, will have practically no taxes to pay, and 
has received the most flattering concessions regarding timber limits from 
the Canadian Parlia.ment. 

If these suggestions of the President become law, we look for no 
further development of the paper industry on the Pacific coast of the 
United States. 

We most respectfully ask your kind consideration of tbe facts as 
stated herein, and if after fully satisfying yourself that the general 
good of this country can be better served by the elimination of that 
.feature of tbe Canadian reciprocal treaty affecting the pulp and papel' 
industry we then believe your sense of duty will rightly direct your 
decision. 

Yours, sincerely, --- ---

But, sir, this reciprocity measure strikes another important 
industry of the United States a serious blow. In the last Con
gress the cause of the New England fishermen wn.s admirably 
presented by the distinguished gentleman from l\1assachusetts 
[Mr. GARDNER] Now, the Pacific coast cod.fisheries represent 
an industry of no mean proportions. The men_ engaged in that 
industry on our western seaboard are just as bitterly opposed 
to this Canadian reciprocity bill as are their colleagues on the 
Atlantic seaboard. This is what one of the leading concerns 
in the cod.fishing industry on the Pacific coast has to say about 
the matter: 

THE CHA.lIDER OF COMMERCE OF SA:N' FRA.'\CISCO, 
.San Fmncisco, March 14, 1911. 

Hon. J°ULIUs KA.In", 
United States House of Rcpresentatit;cs. 

DE.ill Sra: Tho inclosed communication received by this organization 
from tbe Union Fish Co., protesting against tho enactment of Federal 
legislation having for its object the free entry of Canadian salt fish 
into the United Sta.tcs, has received the unanimous approval of the 
boa.rd of trustees. 

In behalf of t he board tbe undersigned begs to commend the matter 
to your favorable and courteous consideration. 

Yours, very truly, 
C. W. BunKs, Secretary. 

Mr. C. W. Bun.Ks, 
SA..'i Fn.A~crsco, January SJ, 1911. 

Se0:retarv Oliamber of Oommercc, San Fra ncisco. 
D.Ll..c Sm: There is a matter which we would like to brin~ personally 

to 3·our a tten tion and to that of your officers and memoC!l's of the 
chaml>cr of commerce, but the absence of our president and vice presi
dent from the city prevent our doing so, and we arc therefore com
pelled to present the subject to yon in writing. 

The matter referred to is ln the nature of a protest against tbc Cana
dian reciprocity treaty now before Congress. This treaty provides for 
the free ent ry- into the United States of green fish; tbat is, fresh fish, 
or fi sh salted and· not dried, and would include codfish in uulk, as 
risnally urought into port by regular codilshin;; vessels, and means a 
direct and unrestricted competition between the American cod.fishing 
firms nnd the codfishing vessels of Newfoundland, Cannda, tbc Cana
dian Provinces, and British Columbia. 

Our own. interest lies, first, in our competition with the Atlantic 
co.:i.st. '.rhe present duty prevents any .competition from there except 
wit h the American-caught fish. In very good years their nearness to 
t he fishing grounds enables them to pro<lucc codfish more ehcn.nly in 
Massachusetts than we can here, and enables tbcm to sell quite close 
u p to the Pacific States. When they have short catch we find u con
siderable market for Pacific-coast proCiuct through the 1\Iiddle West and 
sometimes clear on to the Atlantic scabom·d. Should this treaty uccomc 
ratified the American codfish man on the At1antic wou I<l be dri"vcn ou~ 
of business entir-ely and the market the re would be supplied by thl'. 
C!.l.lladian and Provincial fishermen. '.£he- s till shortei:: distance that 
the)· would have to go for- tbeir ti.sh and, more part icularly, tbc lower 
co~t of labor in those countries would enabl e them t o p1-oduce tll e fl.sh 
so much more cheaply that they would not only displa~ the Massachu
scttf'l fishermen, but their fish would bo shipped into our Pacific con.st 
markets at such prices as would be almost sure to drive us ou t of the 
business. Any little trade that might otherwise 1·e:.u:iin to us would 
undoubtedly be absorbed by codfish caught in the North Pacific Ocean 
nnd the Bering Sea by vessels fitted ont from Brltls ll Columbia. '.£he 
certainty of this would necessitate our either going out of tbc business 
01· r emoving our headquarters to some British Columb ia. port and trans· 
fcrrinrr our vessels to the British fing. T bls, of course, wo~ld enable 
us to import Canadian fishermen to the British Columbia side and 
pro.<;ccute our business over there, utilizing fo1· our product the m:a·Iret;J 
of the United States, which would be made free to us by this treaty. 

'l'hc figures of the Pacific coast codfishin~ industry are given in the 
telegram annexed to this, which has been forwarded on to our Uepre
sentatives in Washington, being as follows: 
Amount invested iu Paci.fie coast codfishcrlcs __________ $1, 000, 000 
Amount employed in outfitting, annually___________ ___ mo, 000 
A.mount of disbursements a t close of season , annually_____ 250, 000 

Our interests, of course, a rc entirely on the Amcl.'icn.n side cf the 
Pacific coast. We are all American citizens, and arc attached by ties 
of birth, loyalty, an<l patriotism to this country. We do not want to 
surrender our business and our Investments in favor of any of the 
Canadians, nor do we want to remove ourselves anu our investments 
fnto their territory. 

Hence, our request to you that tho San Francisco Chamber of Com
merce voice our protest on behalf of our city and :::Hate and of the 
Pacific coast. We wourd add that we have forwarded t clcgrn.ms to our 
Itepresentatlves1 as per copies herewith, nnd in <laing this we h:..vP. been 
joined by all tne otber cod.fishing companief! on the P acific coas t, and 
by some of the fresh-fl.sh producers, who have thcm£elves sent s imilar 
t elegrams, all of which efforts we hope to bave seconded by your body. 

As a. further general reason for this action we woulu ad<l that there 
arc even now too few American sailors and too few methods of in cl"ea.s
ing their number. That one of. these few yet remaining is the deep-sea 
fisheries of the United States. And to ruin these or drive them from 
this country would be to remove this last nursery of. tho American sea
men and still further lessen ow:· chance and our hope of ever getting an 
American merchant .marine or American sailors for an American Navy. 

We trust tb:i.t the reasons advanced in the foregoin g will be su1Iictent 
to warrant ofilclul a..ction of your body in making this protest and in 
h-:'gf~; ~~n~.ft~~ our Pacific coa~t Rcpresent:ltives1 both in the Hom;e and 

We remain, very truly, yours, UNTO~ Frsu Co.1 J". W. P.EW, President. 
C. P . OVERTO?f..J 

Vice President and Man ager. 

Mr. Chairman, if we are to judge of the future by the expe
riences of the past, the farmers of the Northwest have every 
reason to be fearful of the consequences if this rneasUl'e sl.:.ould 
become a. law. With free enu·y of their ceTeal products into 
the United States and a gl'eatly reduced rate of duty on prac
tically all of their farm products, the output of the Canadian 
Provinces will increase enormously and will literally swamp the 
American farmer. The large increa~e of the procluction of 
sugar in Cuba after the enactment of the Cuban reciprocity law 
gave a staggering blow to the beet-sugar industry of the United 
States. Many of these beet-sugar refineries, seeing no fnture 
in the business in this country, sold out to the Sugar Trust, and 
it is unlv-ersally known that the Sugar Trust now contl'Ols a 
large number of the beet-sugar refineries in this country. And 
so, in my judgment. this enormous increase of tllc products of 
the Canadian farmers will not reduce the cost of living to a 
single "ultimate consumer" in the United States, but it will 
lar~ely increase the profits of the trust magnates. It ~ill un
doubted1y help to demoralize the farming industry of the West 
anu the Northwest, just as the rapid development of those sec
tions of our country clemornlizcd the farming industry of New 
England and New York in the years gone by. But the New 
Englander and the New Yorker turned their attention to manu
factures, and they have prospered. The formers of the West 
and the Northwest have cheerfu1ly stood for the protective 
tariff on the manufactures of the eastern section of our country, 
for they realize that with the mills, the factories, arnl the 
workshops busily engaged in turning out Americnn wares there 
was a. home market created for the products of the Amel'ican 
farmers that would enable them to sell those products at remu
nerative prices. 

If now the manufacturers of New England and elsewhere re
fuse to stand for the protection of the products of the Ameri· 
cnn farmer against thosl} of his Canadian competitor, t11ose 
very manufacturers may awake to find that the American 
farmer, for his part, will refuse to sta.ncl for the protection of 
the products of tl1e .American manufacturer. The passn:,;e of 
this measure will, I fear, lead to reprisals. You are sowing the 
wind; take heed that you do not reap the whirlwind. 
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During the progress of this discussion I ha. ve· heard many 

references rnade on this fioor to the iniquitous tn1Sts, and I 
believe that e>ery effort should be made to destroy those trusts 

- that seek to throttle and ruin competitors in order to be able 
to advance prices and control monopolies. Many of the gentle
men on the other side of this Chamber persist in charging up 
these trusts to that protective-tariff system that has brought 
such a great measure of prosperity to the American people. 
But let me remind them that England, which is generally 
looked upon as a free-trade country, is thoroughly honey
combed with trusts. In fact, it was there, I believe, where the 
trusts originated. And I would not be surprised to learn that 
much English capital is invested in American trusts. I would 
not be suri1rised to bear that English financier~ and English 
cariitalists own large percentnges of the bonds and stocks of 
.American trusts. Naturally, this English capital wants to see 
this Canadian reciprocity bill passed. I "Venture the predic
tion that the trusts, and the trusts alone, will reap all the 
reward if this measure shall be enacted into law. 

J.\fr. DALZELL. 1\1r. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. BunrrE]. 

The CHA.IRl\IAN. The gentleman from South Dakota is rec
ognized for five minutes. 

.Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. l\fr. Chairman, when this 
measure was before the House in the last Congress I was op
posed to it, but contented myself with simply "Voting against its 
passage, hanng faith in a Republican Senate that it would 
fail of enactment during that Congress, and that before the 
Sixty-second Congress would convene in regular session the 

- sentiment of the people would be crystallized into such an 
opposition against it that the President would not again submit 
it. It happens, howe"Ver, that the President, in his wisdom, has 
asscmbletl the Congress in special session and has submitted 
this measure and urged its ratification. It is with great re
luct:mce that I am compelled to oppose any proposition put 
forward by the President of my own party, and by one for 
whom I entertain as great an admiration and respect as I do 
for President Taft. I clo not blame him for favoring this 
measure, and am disposed to take the same view as my good 
friend from Wyoming has taken in his remarks to-day, and that 
is to give him the credit of doing what Ile believes to be his 
duty, and ha T"ing secured the best agreement that could be ob
tained, and being in a sense committed thereto, he has felt that 
he ought to submit it to Congress nnd recommend its accept
ance. In doing this I say he is probably ,following what his 
conscience suggests to be his duty in the discharge of the high 
obligation resting upon him as the Executive, but having done 
what he has, namely, sent the agreement with his message to 
Congress, his obligation for the present ceases, as stated by the 
gentleman from Wyoming, and it is now for Congress to exercise 
its judgment and perform its duty as the Members thereof may 
in their best judgment decide. As one Member of the House, 
actuated by a feeling that otherwise I can not honestly and con
scientiously discharg~ that duty in justice to my constituents 
and the people of the whole United States, I shall not only op
pose it but T'Ote against it, as I did in the last Congress. l\fy 
reasons for opposing the proposition, and why in my opinion it 
should not be accepted, in n very brief way are as follows : 

It is a measure inconsistent with the position of the Repub
lican Party, ns repeatedly declared in its platforms, and its en
actment will be an injury to the agricultural interests of the 
country, and that will mean disaster to our general welfare, for 
you can not legislate against the prosperity of our farmers with
out indirectly affecting all our industries and injuring all of the 
people. Thn.t it is not a Republican measure admits of but little 
argument, and I shall not enter into any extended discussion 
to demonstrate this fact. I maintainr without fear of successful 
contradiction, that the Republican Party has never declared for 
i:,eciprocity upon noncompeting products, neither has any great 
Republican, prior to the presentation of the pending proposition, 
ever taken any other position. President McKinley, in. his in
augural address in 1897, defining reciprocity, said : 

The end in >"icw n.lwars to be the opening up of new markets for the 
products of our country by grn.nting concessions to the products of other 
lands thn.t we ncc<l and can not produce ourselves, and whlch do not 
involve any loss of labor to our own people, but tend to increase their 
employment 

Charles Emory Smith, who wa:s Postmaster General in the 
McKinley administration, in defining it, said: 

When rightly understood, the prlnclplc is axiomatic. Brazll grows 
cotrce, but makes no machinery. We make machinery, but grow no 
coffee. She needs fhe fabrics of our factories and forges, and we need 
the fruits of her tropical soil. We agree to concessions for her coffee; 
she agrees to concessions for our machinery. That is reciprocity. 

This, I think, most clearly and accurately states the position 
of the Republican Party on wha.t reciprocity is, and that is what 
the people have been taught to understand is meant by it. 

l\fuch is said about President McKinley's last speech at Buf
falo, and it is asserted by the proponents of this measure that in 
that speech he modified his position on the subject of reci
procity, but a reference to his words fails to disclose anything 
to indicate that he would favor the reciprocity proposed by this 
proposition, and this one statement clearly indicates to the con
trary, namely: 

We should take from our customers such of their products as we can 
use without harm to our industries and labor. 

He could not haye made that statement if he intended that 
he would favor a men.sure that would benefit and promote the 
manufacturers of the country at the expense of the farmer, and 
if anything is to be gained by accepting this measure it will be 
by the manufacturers. 

That it is not a Republican measure is further demonstrated 
by the fact that in the last Congress it was opposed by a ma
jority of the Republican Members of this House, 87 T'Oting 
against it, while only 78 voted for it. The Democrats mnde it 
their party measure by adopting it in a caucus, and on the pas
sage of the bill, with the exception of five, they all "Voted for it. 
A Republican Senate refused to consider it . 

In this Congress I apprehend a majority of the l\fembers on 
this side of the House are still opposed to it, and most of them 
will so T'Otc, while the Democratic majority has again declared 
for it in a caucus and it is said that nearly all of them will 
vote for it. 

The distinguished gentleman from Missouri who to-day is 
the recognized leader of his party, in fact the most prominent 
Democrat in tlle country and who may be chosen in the next 
campaign as the standard bearer of his party, and I am sure 
he has the respect and the good will of every Member on this 
side of the House, a man who is recognized as a partisan in 
politics, at present the Speaker of this House, in a newspaper 
interview on the 5th instant, stated that this is a Democratic 
measure-, and I know of no one better capable of properly 
christening it from a Democratic standpoint than he, and there
fore, so far as I am concerned, I am willing to accept his de
nomination of it and to regard it as a Democratic measure and 
to accord to him and llis party the full responsibility for its 
enactment and the full benefit of any good that may come 
therefrom. 

I may say in passing with reference to the distinguished. gen
tleman, to whom I have just referred, that be represents the 
true position of Democracy upon the ta.riff question, as will ap
pear by his frequent utterances in this House during the last 
20 years. If he can have his way in dictating the legislation 
that will be enacted by this Congress relative to the tnriff, it 
will mean his defeat in the next election, if he is nominated for 
the presidency, and the retirement of his party from control of 
this House for many years to come. 

The distinguished gentleman from North Carolina, in a thrce
hour speech in this House on Saturday last, declared it to be 
Democratic doctrine, as did the distinguished gentleman from 
New York, who declared himself for absolute free trade with 
all the world. 

I have the honor of representing, in part, in this body an agri
cultural State and an intelligent people-a people who read and 
think for themsel"\"eS a.nd a large majority of whom usually 
vote the Republican ticket. In 1806, howe"Ver, I regret to say, 
we elected for the first and only time in the history of our 
State two .Members of this House who occupied seats on that 
side of the Chamber, a.nd our electoral "Vote was cast for the 
Democratic candidate for the presidency. 

In 1898 we redeemed the State and sent to the House tTI'"o 
Republicans, of which I had the honor of being one. As our 
people had au opportunity to experience the benefits of Repub
lican legislation, the McKinley tariff law, and to contrast the 
times with the four years of Democratic misrule, from 1893 to 
1807, they became stronger and stronger in their Republican 
faith, each year giving a larger majority to the Republican 
ticket. I will not take the time to go into details as to our 
wonderful progress during the last few years, but I do want to 
mention that the last census discloses that in 10 years there has 
been an increase in the T"alue of farm lands in South Dakota of 
37G per cent, and there is also a. very large increase in the >aluo 
of farm buildings, farm implements, and liT'e stock; our bank 
deposits are enormous and our people as a. whole are prosperons 
ancl happy. 

As an evidence Of the conditions in our own State at present 
relative to the value of farm lands, I want to say that within 
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the past 30 days the commissioner of school and public lands 
disposed of ulJout 20,000 acres of school land in the different 
counties, all unimproved, and it sold at an a-verage price of 
$52.GO per acre, and most of it was purchased by the farmers 
living in tile localities, buying it for actual farming purposes. 

Much has been said about the Payne tariff act passed by the 
last Congress. It was criticized and condemned probably more 
than any other tariff measure ever enacted, due largely to a 
hostile press. My colleague and I in the Inst campaign went 
before the people of our State and defended the measure, and, 
while admitting that it is not perfect, we declared it to be the 
best tariff act ever enacted, and we had the satisfaction of 
being returned to this House by an increased majority of about 
5,000 over the majority we received in 1903, notwithstanding 
that was a presidential election. We each had a majority of 
more than 32,000 over our Democratic opponents. This shows 
what our people think of tlie Payne tariff law. They will be 
satisfied at lea~t for the present if it is left alone. The Presi
dent, in his Winona speech, denominated it the best tariff law 
ever enacted, and certainly there was no reason to believe that 
he would suggest any legislation changing or affecting the agri
cultural schedule, at least not in advance of a report from the 
Tariff Board, or until there is e-vidence that the schedules are 
too high. In presenting this proposition, judging from the Presi
dent's speech /at Springfield in February, he assumed that the 
tariff plank in the platform of the last Republican con-rention 
carried to its logical conclusion would lead to substantial free 
trade with Canada, and in his speech he said: 

With that in view, still adhering loyally and sincerely to the prin
ciples of protection where it is needed to maintain our important in
dustries, I did not hesitate to give the widest latitude to the Secretary 
of State and the commissioners who represented this country in ofieriug 
to Canada a reduction of duties on goods and products coming into 
this country from Ca nada in consideration of the establishment of the 
same duty, or freedom of duty, on similar goods going into Canada. 

He also said : 
The conditions of production and of manufacture in the United States 

and in Canada are substantially the same. 
In other words, he assumed that conditions here and in Can

ada are the same. In this he is in error, as can easily be demon
strated, but I will only briefly comment thereon. Owing to an 
ad-vantage in the tariff the Canadian farmer can buy manufac
tured articles lower than can the American farmer; he also 
has an advantage in cheaper land, cheaper farm labor, and, 
against our eastern farmers, a soil that does not require ferti
lization. The National Grange asserts that by official reports 
tis established that the a-verage -ralue of farm lands in Canada 

is less than one-half the value of lands in the United States, 
and that the wages of farm labor in this country are from 20 
to 25 per cent higher than in all of Canada except in the north
western Provinces, where the wages are about the same as in 
our Northwestern States. 

We hear it said that wheat is not affected by the tariff and 
that the price is fixed by Liverpool. No one will deny but 
;vhat there has been an a-rerage difference of 10 or ll cents 
m the price of wheat in Minneapolis and Winnipeg in fa-ror 
of Minneapolis, and it dropped to less than four when it was 
known that this treaty was in negotiation and to less than 2 
cents within a few weeks after tjle treaty was signed. l\iy dis
tinguished friend from North Dakota [Mr. HANNA], who speaks 
from personal knowledge on the subject of the price of wheat, 
gives us the prices at Portal and North Portal, the two places 
being one and the same-Portal in North Dakota and North 
Portal in Canada, across the street. On December 31, 1910, 
the price of wheat on the North Dakota side was 86 cents, 
while on the Canada· side it was 75 cents, a difference of 11 cents 
in fa-vor of the United States. That prices on farm products 
are high it is admitted, and yet not higher in proportion to 
labor and practically everything else. 

Mr. HANNA also gives us the prices paid on January 9, 10, and 
11, 1911, on barley and flax between points in North Dakota 
and Canada, only a short distance apart, and without repeating 
all of the towns that he mentions I will simply compare Pem
bina, in North Dakota, and Emerson, in Canada. The price 
paid for barley on the dates named at Pembina was 67 cents; 
Emerson, 42 cents; flax, Pembina, $2.32; Emerson, $1.03. 

I want to briefly refer to the barley industry of this country 
and how it has developed since it was protected by a duty of 30 
cents per bushel, aod show what an injustice it would be to the 
barley growers of the United States to take away from them 
that duty and compel them to grow barley in competition with 
Canada. 

In the report of the Tariff Board, submitted in response to 
Senate resolution of February 23, 1911, Senate Document No. 
84-9, on page 99, Table 15, it gives the production of barley and 

farm prices in 1910, per bushel, in specified States, compared 
with Canada. The table is as follows : 
Barley-Production and farm price in 1910, per bushel, in specifi ed States 

compared with Canada. ' 

I Average 
Production. yield per 

acre. 

United States: Bushels. 
Maine. . ............. . . . ......... ... . .. .. 248, OOJ 

~!~~~~~~-e_._::::::::::::::::::::::: 4~;; ~ 
N ew York .. · · ------------..... . . . ...... 2, 207,00J 

~~}~~~sti:::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2~; ~; ~ 
Alinnesota ..• .•. ... . .. .. .. ----·· .•.. . . _. 26, 985, ooo · 
Iowa ........ . ...... . . __ . __ .... ~. __ ..... _ 15,045, 000 
North Dakota.. . .......... . ............ 5,428,000 
South Dakota ....... __ ........ __ •. . .. _. . 18, ()55, 000 
Montana .. __ . . _ .•... ... •. _ •.• ______ ._ ._. l , 456, 000 

B ushels. 
31. 00 
26. 00 
31. 00 
28.30 
26.00 
25.90 
21. 00 
29 . .10 
5. 50 

18. 20 
28. 00 

F arm 
price per 
bushel. 

go. ;1;o 
. ;;o 
. r..-,i:i 
• i(I\) 
• .'iSO 
• CT40 
. tiOJ 
• .'itiO 
. 550 
. 510 
. G20 

Total ... ... ...... .. ................... 
1
= 1=62=1=22=7=,ooo=,I= ==22==~·=4=0 j= .5i8 

Canada: 
Prince Edward Island . . . . ............ __ 
Nova Scotia . _ ......... _ .... __ ...... _ .. . 
New Brunswick .... .. . _. __ . . . _. ___ .... . 
Quebec . .. _ . ..... . ... .. ... _ ........... __ 
Ontario .............• .. _ . . . __ .. _ .... ___ . 
}.fanitoba . . _. _ .. . ... . .......... . ..... __ . 
Saskatchewan .• •• • •. _ ....... __ .. . _ .. __ . 
Alberta .. . ..... _ . .. ... . ................ . 

lil9, 000 
264, (){)() 

73, 000 
2, 547, 000 

20, 727,000 
13, 826, 000 
3, 598, 000 
3,953,000 

Total.... . .. . . . . . ... . ............ . .... 45,147,600 

28.00 . .'ii2 
30.33 . i li6 
35.29 • li~O 
24.49 . il3 
2!l. 75 . 533 
20. 21 . 3!10 
26. 18 . 3.)8 
20.32 .:.i.., 

I 

24. ()2 1 .4i4 

It will be noted that there is an average difference in price 
of 10 cents per bushel. The production in the United States 
in round numbers, as shown by this table, is 1G2,000,000 
bushels, which is about doulJle the production prior to the 
enactment of the Dingley law, putting on a duty of 30 cents a 
bushel. Tl.le Tariff Board confirms this statement, and I quote 
the following from page 105 : 

Previous to 1897 the rate of duty on barley was 30 per cent ad 
valorem. By the law of 1807 this duty was chan"Cd to 30 cents a 
bushel. Under the former rate of duty there were large importations 
of barley from Canada to the United States. In 1894 more than 
2.000,000 bushels were imported; in 18D7, over 1,000,000 bushels. 
After the imposition of the duty of 30 cents per bnshel the importa
tions dropped to somewhat more than 124,000 bushels, and in 190!) only 
2,420 bushels were imported. 
un'f ~~ ~r~~res~f ba1.)ey in Canada. is generally below the price in the 

I would like some one to tell me how, in the face of these 
statistics and the statements of the Tariff Board, the enactment 
of this measure is not going to harm the farmers of the United 
States who are engaged in raising barley. Perhaps those who 
support this proposition can justify it on the grounds of lower 
prices. I presume they are concerned to cheapen the manufac
ture of beer, in order to increase the profits of the brewer, for 
certainly no one will contend that to cheapen barley 10 cents a 
bushel will affect the price of a glass of beer. 

We hear a great deal about lower prices. We had low prices 
from 1803 to 1897, but no one will say that anyone was bene
fited thereby. What difference does it make how low prices 
are if you have no money? A man when he is hungry must 
eat, and the price does not cut any figure if he has not the 
wherewith to buy a meal. I maintain that when prices are 
high prosperity usually prevails and there is little complaint 
of lack of money to buy with, and the people live better than 
e-rer before. Who, if anyone, is going to benefit if this mensure 
is enacted into law? Principally the packing houses, the millers, 
the brewers, the large users of wood-pulp manufactures, and 
those who will directly profit by the transportation of Cnna
dian farm products. I doubt if it will directly _benefit the ulti
mate consumer, for in my judgment the tariff on food products 
is too small to directly affect the retail price. No one will say 
that 10 cents on a bushel of wheat will cheapen the price of a 
loaf of bread or even a sack of flour, and so by cheapening 
the price to the producer, if there is any gain, it is to the 
manufacturer and the middleman. 

I said that I represent an agricultural constituency filld a 
thinking people. The American farmer generally thinks for 
himself, and I want to say to those who represent manufactur
ing and city constituents that before they strike down the 
small amount of protection that the farmers now enjoy they 
had better think twice, for there is likely to be retaliation, and 
you who believe in protection want to remember that you never 
would have had any McKinley law or any Dingley law and that 
the Payne law would not now be upon our statutes if it were 
not for the farmers of our country. 
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)\fr. Chairman, the farmers of the Northwest, particularly in 
the States of Minnesota and North and South Dakota, have 
recently ueen holding conyentions in the different parts of 

·tJiose States and adopting resolutions showing what they think 
of tllis mensure, and now that this debate is about to close, 
and before a vote is taken on this bill, it seems to me proper 
and appropriate that the farmers of the Northwest should be 
heard. Therefore in order that they may haYe that oppor
tunity, in order that this House may know their position, and 
·in order that the country may h.~ow it, I send to the Clerk's 
desk and ask to have read a copy of the resolutions adopted by 
the farmers of Brown County, at Aberdeen, in my State, on 
Friday last, the resolutions being substantially the same as 

· those adopted in mass conventions by the farmers of the other 
States that I have named. 

·The-Clerk read as follows : 
w·c, the farmers and business men of Brown County, S. Dak., in 

mass meeting asl'lembled, do most earnestly and sincerely protest against 
the ratiftC!ltion by Congress of the pending treaty with Canada in its 
prei;cn t form. 

In doini:: so we hcrc\Jy announce and publish the following reasons : 
First. That the treaty is unfair, unJust. and discriminating against 

the n:;ricultural interests of the United · States, giving these interests 
practically notlling in return for what it deprives them of . 

. Second. That it will inure to the disadvantage, loss, and suffering 
of our producers without any prospect of cheaper manufactured products 
to the consumer. 

Third. That the removal of the duty on wheat will accrue solely to 
the \Jenefit of the miller, that of barley to the brewer, that of flaxseed 
to the linseed mills, and that of live stock, hogs, poultry, and dairy 
products to the packers and middlemen, and while not benefiting the 

·consumer will mean a great loss to the producers. 
Pourth. It creates a.n unfair competit10n, inasmuch us it will compel 

our farmers to compete in our own markets with cheaper-produced 
products of alien competitors. We contend that our home market 
belongs in the first instance to our own citizens. 

li'ifth. This pact, if agreed to, will retard and set back the progress 
toward a higher and better standard of farm life, which has become 
so noticeable during the recent prosperous times; it will tend to bring 
on again that struggle for exlstcnce, so well remembered by our pioneer 
farmers, a struggle in which nany went undet·; it will lessen the 
opportunities for a better education of our farmers' children, and thus 
encourage them in leaving the farm. 

Sixth. It will lessen the purchasing capacity of our American produc
ers to the extent of millions of dollars annually by depriving them of a 
legitimate and fair price for their products. .All of this will represent a 
correspondin~ loss to the commercial interests of our country, as the 
tarmer·s profit jnvariably finds its Y'.ay into all the channels of trade. Our 
commercial and manufacturing interests stand to lose as much in this 
way a.s they will gain by the expansion of their business. 

F.A.ll:UERS l\IAKE COU!'<TllY. 

Se>enth. Our American farmcrs1 by their thrift, energy, and frugality, 
ha>c made this country what it is; they have made it possible for the 
great commercial interest to become wealthy and powerful; without the 
farmer this would have been impossible. In view of this our commercial 
interest should now stand by the farmer. To do otherwise lays them 
opC'n to the charge of commercial greed and selfishness. 

Eighth. The term "reciprocity" us applied to the Canadian treaty is 
n misnomer. Il.eclprocity means an equitable trade or exchange between 
two .countries of products one country produces and the other docs not 
or which it produces only in insufficient quantities. We produce every
thing In this country that is produced in Canada. 

Ninth. It constitutes an agreement made secretly and without re
gard to any settled polices of our tarill' laws. It means free trade for 
the :t':1rmer and protection for the manufacturer, and as such is dis
crimination in its rankest form. 

Tenth. That in trading off our home market of more than 90,000,000 
people, a market that Is, and has been. abundantly supplied by our own 
producers, a market that has been built up by .American thrift and fru
gality, and which, by eV,ery inherent right and heritage, belongs to our 
producers, for that of 8,000,000 Canadians, with its doubtful incrensed 
adYa.ntages to commercial and manufacturing interests, would not only 
be unfair and unjust to our own producers, but foolish and reprehensible. 

Eleventh. This proposed treaty, when divested of its sentimental 
features, can and will appeal only to those who arc selfishly interested 
nnd who expect to gain thereby. As a whole, it will be a damage 
rather than a benefit to our country. We ore opposed to its passage in 
nny form which puts agricultural products on the free list and protects 
manufactured interests. 

Twelfth. We repudiate the action of President Taft, ln.rge manufac
turing, chambers of commerce and the management of the Great 
Northern Hailway, in attempting to force the so-called reciprocity 
agreement through Congress without giving tho people at large ·an 
opportunity to give it due consideration or to express their opinions. 
We regret exceedingly that the city press has failed to give publicity 
to both sides of this most important question. 

WILL NOT llEDUCI!l LIVING COST. 

Thirteenth. The proposed pact would not reduce the cost of living. 
It would not benefit the laboring man, the mechanic, or artizan in the 
great cities. as the exorbitant prices paid by them for produce is not 
occasioned by the price received by the farmer, but is the result of the 
excessive charges made by the railroads and middlemen. Tho farmer 
only receives 35 per cent of the price paid by the consumei:, while the 
transportation companies and middlemen receive the other Go. 

Pourtcenth. We hereby express our thanks to all those newspapers of 
our State who in this controversy have risen above considerations of 
selfishness and have defended farming interests against this threaten
in6 danger, and we mention expressly the Aberdeen Dally News, ana 
we also thank those citizens who have interested themselves in calling 
this-meeting. 

l•'iftecnth. We urge on all of our citizens w~o are in favor of fair 
play and equality before the law to make contmuous nnd effective agi-
tation against this treaty. -

Sixteenth. That copies of these resolutions be sent to the President 
of the United States and to each of our Senators and Representative~ 
in the Congress. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, it is evi
dent that this measure will pass this House, but let it pass 
unassisted by Republican "rotes and l>e understood that it is 
Democratic doctrine. I appeal to the Republican member
ship of this body to stand loyally by the principle of pro
tection ·which hitherto bas been applied by Republican ad
ministrations to .American industries without discrimina
tion as to class. Let us keep fath now with the American 
farmer, who has been the bulwark of the Nation since the 
foundation of the Go-vernment and without whose allegiance no 
Republican administration ever was inaugurated at the National 
Capital. Our defeat will be but temporary if we remain true to 
Republican policies, policies that have made the Nation great 
beyond tbe dreams of prophets. Let us on this side of the 
House realize that dishonor can come to us in defeat only to 
the extent of our acceptance of this strange faith. Those who 
stand faithful in this trial will retain their self-respect n.nd in 
the near future will fprm the nucleus of an invincible party 
that will :ignin carry the Republican bnnner to victory. 

The CIIAIR.iU.AN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. D.ALZELL. l\Ir. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 

gentleman from l\finncsota [Mr. DAVIS]. 
The CHAIRl\iAJ.~. The g~tleman from Minnesota is recog

nized for 20 minutes. 
Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. l\Ir. Chairman, I r~gret that only a 

few minutes' time has been allotted to me to discuss this great 
quc:stion which is now before the House. Had I been permitted 
to enter into this discussion earlier, the limited time now given 
me would ha-re been more appropriate, for I should not have 
desired to haye said as much as I now feel like doing, for as 
each day and hour goes by many facts and statements are made, 
wholly or partially true. On the other hand, much misinfor
mation has been spread upon the records. Hence to even do the 
subject partial justice would require hours instead of minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, in what I shall say I shall endeavor, as far 
as possible, to refrain from indulging in any statements of a 
partisan nature. This proposed legislation deals with matters 
that are purely nonpartisan, for it is a subject in which the 
American people as a whole are vitally interested. l\Iuch has 
been said during this discussion on both sides of the Chamber 
as to who is responsible for the initiation and the contini.1ed 
insistence of this legislation. Aside from any political adYan
tage to be obtained therefrom or any responsibility therefor, 
be it a Republican or Democratic measure, it is immaterial, as 
far as its beneficial or nonbene:ficial qualities to the American 
people as a whole are concerned. While it is a fact that this 
measure during the last session of Congress was presented to 
us by our esteemed President and was reported to the House 
by n Republican Ways and Means Committee and passed by 
this branch of Congress while the majority was Republican, 
yet it failed of ultimate passage. Now it comes before us from 
a Democratic source, reported by a Democratic Ways and 
Means Committee, and indorsed by the majority party as a 
caucus measure. On our side of the Chamber there is a great 
division of sentiment as to its merits, and with less division on 
the Democratic side. Be it Democratic or Republican, to my 
mind it is manifestly unjust, and wherever the votes come from, 
North or South, East or West, Democratic, Republican, or 
Socialist, if this so-called reciprocity measu·re is enacted into 
law, I belieYe it ought to be named the legislative mistake of 
1911. I predict that every man who votes for it will in the 
future regret that he did so. 

All of our great leaders have designated and proclaimed reci
procity as a trade agreement between foreign countries in non
competing products. That i.s, products that arc indigenous to 
one country and not to the other. In no instance have I been 
able to find where free trade between two countries in the same 
products was ever considered or designated as reciprocity. 
Thifi pact or trade agreement is chiefly confined to agricultural 
products between the Dominion of Canada and the United 
States upon a free-trade basis. Hence, our farmers are asked to 
compete with the farmer of the great Dominion lying imme
dla tely to the north. 

The great industries of our country have been fostered and 
built up under the protectiye system for moro than 50 years. 
At this time in nearly all the manufacturing industries we are 
equal to, if not greater, than any in the world. Odginally our 
industries were small and needed protection against the older 
countries of Europe, and the great majority of our people 
cheerfully grunted this aid. The agriculturist and the profes
sional man, the clerk and the laborer were of one mind, believ
ing it to be better to convert the raw material into the finished 
product within our own borders than pay for transportation to 
and from the foreign factory. By this protective system we lla -re 
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been enalJled to pay the lal>orer in our factory just wa.ges, thus (lll· 
ab ling him to purchase the produce of the farm nt a living price. 

For many years our farmers have been told that with the 
increase of our manufacturing industries and the many work
men who would be employed that the time would come when 
consumption on this continent would equal the production of 
their farms and thus they would greatly profit thereby. That 
doctrine has proven true. At this time the production of the 
farm is very little, if any, in excess of home consumption. 
Heretofore while the tariff schedules show that a high pro
tective duty was placed upon the cereal and live-stock pro
uuction of the farm, yet until recently the direct benefit to 
the farmer was only negligible, for he hacl no competitor. 
Within the past few years, however, our neighbor on the north, 
witll his vast area of fertile land, is producing mlllions of 
bushels of all kinds of grains and great herds of live stock. 
This Canadian production is also at greatly reduced cost. While 
the cost of labor is comparatively equal, yet the value of the 
farm lands is hardly one-half in Canada to tbnt of our own, 
while the production per acre, owing to the newness and fertil
ity of soil, is about one-third greater. 

Let us examine as to the magnitude and quality of our 
Canadian competitor. There are five great fertile Provinces 
in Canada, any one of which is a"ltiost equal in area to four or 
five of our Middle West States. I shnll describe only three 
of them, however. Manitoba has 27,000,000 acres of as fine 
tillable land as any on this continent. Saskatcbewan, with its 
total area of over 160,000,000 acres, has 86,826,200 acres of 
tillable land surpassed by none, while Alberta has 100,000,000 
acres of the same kind of land. The average production of 
wheat per acre during the year rnw in all of these three 
Provinces was 21.1 bushels; that of the United States for the 
same year was 15.8 bushels per acre. Thus it appears from 
these figures that the productirn quality of the Canadian land 
is much greater than our own. This same ratio of productive
ness applies to the yiel<l of barley, oats, and flax, while the 
Yalue of the land per acre is almost double in the United States 
as compared with Canad.a. Tllere is but one conclusion-the 
American farmer can not successfully compete with his Cana
<lian neighbor. But one result can follow-the Canad.inn land 
must raise in value or the American land must decline. Probably 
one will go up and the other down, to the great detriment of our 
people and the adrnntage of our neighbor. The statistician and 
the expert in figuring percentages inform us that the Canadian 
in the imst bas produced very little compared to us; but let ·us 
examine into the truth ot this assertion. The Canadian crop 
of wheat in 1D09, in round numbers, was 167,000,000 bushels, 
grown upon about 8,000,000 acres of land. The total yield of 
oats for that year was 3'53,466,000 bushels; barley, 55,3!)8,000 
bushels; and flax, 2,232,000 bushels. To show the rapidity 
with wllich the cereals of the Cana<lian farmer in the Province 
of Saskatchewan alone have advanced in the total yield, I will 
insert in the RECORD, with permission of the House, the follow
ing table: 

G-roioth of il'hcat production, Sasl•atcltetoan. 

Wheat. Oats. Darley. Flax. 

1893 .•. •············· ..... 4, 780,440 1,589,412 182,859 ................... 
1899 •• ••········· ········· 6,083,508 2,518,248 100, 00-1 ........................ 
1900 .• ·•···•·······••·•··· 3,443,671 1, 004, 561 150,822 ....................... 
1901 ••.•.......•.......... 11, 95G,OG9 5,517,886 354, 703 
190'.L •••....•.........•... 13,110,330 6, 975, 796 298, 632 · · · · · · · i53; 7o9 
1903 .. ·•·················· 15, 121,015 9, lf.4, 007 655,593 285,()97 
1904 .•••.........•........ 15,944, 730 10, 756,350 589,336 166,434 
1905 .••........••...•.•... 26, 107,286 19, 213,055 893,396 398,399 
1906 •.. •·····••··•········ 37,040,098 23, 005, 228 l,31G,415 710,689 
1907. •••••••••··•·•·•••·•· 27, G91, 601 23,324,903 1,350,265 1, 364, 716 
1908 .•• ••··•·······•·•···· 50, 654,529 48,379,838 3, 965, 724 2,589,352 
1909 .. ••·•······•·•···•··· 90,215,000 105 J 455, 000 7,833,000 4,448, 700 

It may be interesting to note that in this Province, in 1898, 
with only a very small portion of its land under cultivation, 
there was raised only 4,780,000 bushels of wheat. Eleven years 
later, with only about 12 per cent of her occupied land under 
cultivation, there was raised over 90,000,000 bushels of wheat. 
The increase from 1008 to 1009 was nearly 40,000,000 bushels, 
The increase in the yield of oats from 1008 to ln09 in this 
Province, in round numbers, was 57,000,000 bushels. 

Without reading this schedule, I call the attention of the 
House and country to it, that it may be seen how. rapidly pro· 
duction in Canada is increasing. Should this proposed measure 
become a law and the Canadians be given the great advantages 
of our home market, it would be folly to assert that this ratio 
of increase in production would not continue. 

l\Ir. Chairman, this is the free-trade competition that we are 
tendering to our agriculturists. We are asking them to share 
with the stranger the market which they have built up by ove1· 

a hundred years of ~acrifice and toil. We say to the Canadian: 
Enter into this paradise, with your immense area of cheaper 
and more fertile lands, and reap the reward which should be
long to our own people, without price. I for one, Mr. Chair
man, can not subscribe to this doctrine. 

The &•ction of the country from which I come and the district 
I represeut is in the spring-wheat, barley, and oats belt of 
the great Northwest. It is sometimes designated as the home 
of the No. 1 hard and No. 1 northern wheat. l\1y own State of 
Minnesota is the banner wheat-producing State of the Union. 
This Northwestern section can bave only one competitor, and 
that is the Dominion of Canada, for that is the only other terri
tory on tllis continent where this most excellent quality of 
grain is grown. It is frequently asserted on the floor of this 
House that Liverpool fixes the price of our grain, and especially 
of wheat. This I deny. The price of this wheat is now and 
always has been fixed at Minneapolis and Duluth, Minneapolis 
being the largest primary wheat market in the world and its 
flouring mills the greatest. Liverpool does at times have a 
tendency to fix the price upon a considerable portion of the 
winter wheat and other soft grades of wheat raised in the 
United States. 

But for the No. 1 northern and No. 1 hard spring wheat i.t 
never has and never will, unless perchance it does after the 
passage and ennctment into law of the measure now under con
sideration. Without wearying the House with voluminous sta
tistics I assert that for many years past the price on this grade 
of wheat hns been higller in Minneapolis than in Winnipeg or 
Port Arthur on an average of at least 10 cents per bushel. Fre
quently during many years the differencei;; in price has been as 
great as 15 cents. Again, I am informed that the distance from 
Winnipeg to Liverpool is about 500 miles nearer than from 
Minneapolis to Li\e1:pool, with equal rail and water transporta
tion facilities. Such being the case, if Liverpool fixes the price 
and Liverpool is tlle destination for the surplus grain of Canada, 
why is it that the Minneapolis and Duluth price is from 10 to 15 
cents per bushel higher? Why is it that all along the border 
line between Canada and tbe United States at every point where 
wheat is purchased tlle Canadian price is from 9 to 15 cents per 
bushel lower than on the American side? I assert that this 
difference in price did exist just_ prior to the day when this 
Canadian reciprocity agreement was submitted to tlle House for 
its consideration on January 26, 1911. .A.t many points where 
this difference in price existeu the distance lJetween them was 
only from 2 to 30 miles. 

1\lr. Chairrnnn, in proof of my statement I shall insert in the 
RECORD a Rtatement sl.10wing comparative prices in wheat and 
barley in the United States anu Canada. 
Comparative prices of icllcat and barley in United States and aanaaa. 

'\HEAT. 

Date. 
Name of town 

in U!lited 
States. 

Price 
per 

bushel. 
Namr. of town 

in Canada. 
Price Differ
pcr ~ncein 

bushel. price. 

Dis- Tariff 
tance per 
apart. bushel. 

---1------1---·l------1--- ---------
1910. Miles. 

Dec. 31 Kermit........ $0. 90 Esternn.... . .. so. iG $0.14 15 so. 25 

1911. 
Jan. 10 Pcmh!na ...... 

10 Neche ......... 

1910. 
Dec. 31 Portal. ........ 

1911. 
Jan. 11 Walhalla ...... 

1910. 
Dec. 31 St. John ....... 

31 Hannah ....... 
31 Neche ......... 
31 Sarles ......... 

1911. 
Jan. 10 Westhope ..... 

10 ..... do ......... 
10 ..... do ....•.... 
10 St. John ....... 
10 Ilansboro ••.•. 

1910. 
Dec. 31 Antler ......... 

1911. 
Jan. 10 Portal ......... 

1911. 
Jan. 10 Pembina ....•. 

10 Neche ........ . 
10 St. John . ...•.. 

. 97 

.00 

. 90 

• 96 

. 91 

.90 

. 91 

.89 

1. 00 
1. 00 
1. 00 
.96 
.90 

• 91 

. 92 

$0. 67 
.60 
.66 

Emerson ...... . 82 .15 
Gretna ........ . 81 .15 

North Portal.. • 75 .15 

Haskett ....... .83 .13 

Bolssevan ..... . 81 .10 
Snowflake ..... . 77 .13 
Gretna ........ . 81 .10 
Clearwater .... . 75 .14 

Colter ..... .... .85 .15 
Lyleton ....... .84 .16 
Malita ......... .86 .14 
Bolssevan ..... . 86 .10 
Cartwright .... • 77 .13 

Lyleton ....... • 78 .13 

Boscurvls ....• . 75 .17 

BARLEY. 

Emerson...... $0. 42 so. 25 
Gretna........ . 38 . 28 

1 Just across line. 

4 
2 

(1) 

6 

15 
4 
2 

(1) 

15 
20 
30 
15 
8 

5 

15 

. 25 

.25 

.25 

.25 

.25 

.25 

.25 

.25 

.2.5 

. 25 
• 2i) 
. 25 
.25 

.25 

.25 

4 so. 30 
2 .30 
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This statement was compiled by Senator l\IcCuMBER, of North 
_Dakota, the figures having been obtained by him from responsi
ble parties at the points designated and ilidicating the actual 
en sh price paid for wheat on the days mentioned. 

I wish particularly to call attention to that portion of the· 
schedule pertaining to Portal and North Portal, showing the 
_comparat ive prices on both wheat and barley, Portal and 
North P ortal being a village on the border line between Canada 
alHl the United States. North Portal is ·on the Canadian side 
ancl Poi·tal on the American side, with only a street dividing 
tllem. On December 31, 1910, the price of wheat in Portal was 
90 cents per bushel, and on the same day the same wheat in 
:Korth Portal was 75 cents per bushel, a difference of 15 cents. 
You will notice that this differonce of about 15 cents per bushel 
exists between all the points mentioned in the schedule. Does 
Li yerpool fix the price? 

Mr. Chairman, the message of our President and tlle bill 
under di scussion was submitted to Congress January 2G, 1011. 
On tllat date the price of this gra<le of wheat in Minneapolis 
wa~ $1.0-H vcr bnshel, and in Winnipeg on the same day it was 
DH cents. Two days after, on January 28, lDll, the price of 
this grade of wheat in Winnipeg went up 1! cents a bushel, and 
in l\Iinneavolis it went down G cents a bushel. '.rhe cause as
signed for this sudden change was noted in the 1\finncapolis 
J ournal as due to the 110ssibility of this reciprocity. bill being 
})nf:secl. A few days later in these same markets the Minne
apolis vrice went down to 98i cents and the Winnipeg price 
remained virtually stationary. On February 11, and after about 
a lO~ent decline in the Minneapolis market, the Minneapolis 
Journal, which reports the daily proceedings of the market, 
stated: 

TIJis decline has put the United Stat<'s n earer an export basis, but 
still further declines will be necessary to allow this country to enter 
the European markets with any profit, and many of the local traders 
of t ile chamber of commerce predict that domestic prices would con
tinu e to decline until this country was -put on an export basis. 

l\ir. Chairman, this is wbat this form of reciprocity means to 
the farmers of the Northwest, who are producers of this grade 
of wheat. All that I have said with reference to wheat applies 
with equal force, if not greater, to bnl'ley. 

l\lr. Chairman, it is a con:imon statement outside of tllis Cham
ber that one of the great blessings which the farmer will re
cei\e under the provisions of this pact is free lumber. In my 
limited time I sball not attempt to fully discuss the pro•isions 

' in r egard to lumber in this bill. In brief, I will say that the 
duty upon partly finished or finished lumber is somewhat re
duced, while rough boards are placerl on the free list. This can 
be of little benefit to the farmer, since unfinished boards are 
used by him in small quantities only. His house is constructeu 
chiefly of finished lumber. Tlrn difference in weight is consid
erable, the finished product being scarcely more than three
qunrter s of an inch in thickness, while the rough board is a full 
inch. Hence the item of freight is so considerable that very 
little of it would be imported any considerable distance. It 
might be im11orted from Canada to the nearest American mill 
free and there fini shed by planing and otherwise, and then sold 
to the American cousumer under the tariff scheuule of rates 
prescribed for that grade. I am unable to see how the Ameri
can consumer can possibly receive any benefit from the removal 
of the tariff on rough boards. 

l\fr. Chairman, right here I will digress a moment from the 
subject I have been attempting to discuss. During the discus
sion this afternoon a friend of mine on this floor, in a serious 
but friendly manner, somewhat criticized me as to my ideas 
on the subject of protection, and particularly called attention 
to a controversy between myself and the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. KITCHIN] concerning free lumber. Dui·ing that 
controversy the gentleman from North Carolina asked me if I 
voted for free lumber at the time our recent tariff bill was 
under discussion. Upon my informing him that I did and that 
I should do so again if opportunity presented, the gentleman from 
North Ca rolina stated that he voted for free lumber and would 
do so again. l\fr. Chairman, I am proud of the vote I cast for 
free lumber and trust that I may be given the opportunity to 
·do so again, for I firmly belie-re that the lumbering interests 
of this country do not at tllis time need any protection. 

In this connection I wish to say that the States of Minnesota 
and Wisconsin a few years ago had immense quantities of vecy 
fine pine and other timber suitable for manufacture of lumber, 
and there still remains considerable. We have niany of the 
finest and best equipped sawmills in the country, Minneapolis 
being at one time the great lumbering center of the United 
States. In my State we have some of the leading lumbermen, 
:rnd I mention in this connection the names of Mr. Weyer
haeuser, Thomas Shevlin, O. A. Smith, and T. B. Walker. I am 
informed that these men are among the leading manufacturers 

of lumber and stumpage owners in the Uniteu States. I speak 
of them for the purpose of showing that by reason of the con
ditions surrounding them and aided by a high protectirn tariff 
they succeeded admirably in their enterprises. I do not know 
the opinion · at this time of any of these. gentlemen on the sub
ject of the lumber tariff, whether they all desire ·its retention 
or not, yet Mr. Shevlin has expressed himself on the subject 
recently and has stated that he diQ_ not think that any further 
firotection on lumber was needed. 

Now, l\fr. Chairman, believing that Mr. She>lin is correct, 
:rnd according to my settled convictions on the subject of a 
protective tariff, that it should be withdrawn whenever and 
where-rer it is unnecessary, I therefore voted against furth e-r 
protection, and shall continue to do so in the future until cou
ditions change materially from what they are at present. 

Mr. Chairman, my people and myself were among the early 
pioneers in the great State of Minnesota. Aside from a few 
small cities and villages along the border the great interior was 
one vast wilderness of timber and prairie land occupied almost 
solely by the Indians. Our settlement was made near the cen
ter of this magnificent area in the timber belt. I know per
sonally the hardships and trials of a pioneer on a timber 
farm. For more than 50 years these farmers have ·worked.
unceasingly from early morn until late at night in order to 
subdue nature, build up their farms, and make a home for 
themselves and families. To-day they are enjoying the fruits 
of their labor. 

I will >enture the assertion concerning the farmers of the 
Middle West and the great Northwest who went upon their 
farms 50 or 75 years ago that if you will estimate their services 
at 50 cents a day and the services of the housewife and grown 
sons and daughters at 25 cents per day, their total earnings 
would g~·eatly ex:c~ed the present value of their farms. They 
own their farms simply and solely because they have worked un
ceasingly nll the dny and part of the night, and thus have im
proved their farm and home, and to-day they are beginning to 
i·eap the reward for their labor. The great home market is 
and ought to remain their market, and not given over with
out compensation to the stranger across the border. 

My friend the gentleman from Oklahoma [1\ir. FERRIS] is in 
favor of this bill an<l asserts that the farmers of his State are 
prosperous and desire its enactment into law. Mr. Chairman, 
the farmers of Oklahoma have only recently occupied their 
land and under the most favorable condition. It is only within 
the past few years that they began the arduous task of devel
pping their farm and puilding their home. From the very 
first-and I am glad it is so-they enjoyed this splendid home 
market ~which had been provided for them many years before, 
and they are now reaping the speedy benefit of what their prede
cessors in adjoining States had worked for generations to 
build up. It is only within the last few years that the grain 
and stock raiser in the United States had any competitor. The 
Canadian competitor had not developed. Until this recent de
velopment illld enormous production became manifest, the pro
tection accorded the farmer by our tariff laws was of neg1igi
ble Yalue, yet he was informed, and I believe correctly so, that 
the building up of the manufacturing lndustries woulU ulti
mately be of great benefit to him, for the reason that it wonltl 
~ive him a sure and more profitable market for his grains and 
live stock. J'~ow the time .has come when that condition has 
arrived. In fact, consumption in the United States about 
equals production. It is proposed in this bill to strip the farm
ers of all protection whatever, force pim backward, open up 
this great market to the stranger, while he is compelleu to sell 
his product in the cheapest market and purchase the product 
of the factory in the highest. 

This, my friend, is unjust, inequitable, and to my mind 
wholly unwarranted. I shall never >ote for such a measure. 

Some of my political friends have come to me and snid, 
"DAVIS, you have been talking for revision of the tariff down
ward." I responded, "Yes; and always have been since the day 
of my election to Congress.'' They then said, " \Vby do you pro
pose to vote against this measure, because it certainly is a re
vision downward, and it is an entering weclge for further re
vision downward?" True, it is an entering wedge, but is this 
the proper time and proper place to force an entering we<lge? 
l\Iore than 50 years ago the East, the manufacturing section, 
began its very successful enterprises under a high pro tee ti rn 
tariff system. It has reaped rich benefits therefrom. · Now that 
the farmers are j-ust beginning to receive a part of this benefit, 
it is proposed to strike them down and enter the wedge and 
crush those who have received the least from this system. Yes, 
my friends, I believe in this entering wedge, but why not begin 
in such schedules as the woolen, cotton, sugar, steel, and other 
related ones? Gi"ve to the farmer cheaper clothing,. cheaper 
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building materials, cheaper fuel, at the same time you arc 
demanding of him cheaper fooa. products. Thus you will benefit 
the great mnss of the producers und consumers alike. But, 
say, our Democratic friends, we propose to follow lliis reci
procity measure by another placing many articles of consump
tion for the benefit of the consumer on the free list. That 
sounds well, and if it could be accomplished, in my judgment, it 
would be wen. Yet the discussion thus far has revealed the fact 
thnt our Democratic friends and all assert the great improba
bility of the passage of this other measure. While it may pass 
tl.lis branch of the Congress, yet obstacles apparently unsur
mountable probably will defeat it during the life of the Sixty
second Congress. Hence I pa use and shall not vote for the 
bill under discussion or any similar measure until conditions 
warrant the belief of the passage of the other. 

When this trade agreement was presented by the President to 
the Congress during the last session of the Sixty-first Congress, 
considerable stress was laid in the message accompanying it 
upon the necessity of lessening the cost of food products to the 
consumer. In fact, that was the main consideration assigned 

· for urging the passage of this bill. From the context of the 
message the President assumes that while the consumer would 
be much benefited yet the producer of grains and lirn stock 
would not be injured. 

It is difficult to comprehend how the consumer can be fur
nished a cheaper food unless some one produces and sells it 
cheaper. While it is very apparent that the cheap land of 
Canada can and does produce food products in greater quan
tity per acre and at less cost than the American farm, yet it 
has not been shown that the consumer will receive any benefit. 
The reason for this lies in the fact that while the farmer in 
the two countries must sell his produce on equal terms in 
a free-trade market, the manufacturer of flour still retains 
a high protective duty. The 4! bushels of wheat which enters 
into the manufacture of a barrel of flour, after it becomes 
fiour, the miller is protected in at the rate of 50 cents a barrel. 
While the farmer's fat cattle must be sold in this cheap com
petitive market, yet the meat therefrom in the hands of the 
American packer receh·es the benefit of H cents per pound 
when dealing with the consumer. Such is the case with all 
other products of the farm. In all instances the interest of 
the manufacturer is highly protected, to the disaclrantage of 
the consumer, while the producer of live stock and grains must 
sell in the cheapest market, to his loss, which in no way bene
fits the consumer. Many examples might be given showing that 
the farmer receives Tery little benefit, ·even under existing con
ditions, from the high price paid· by the consumer. For ex
ample, at present prices throughout the United States the farm
er's wheat nets him about 80 cents a bushel. The flour from 
this bushel -of wheat will make at least GO loaves of bread, 
which retails to the consumer at 5 cents a loaf, showing that 
the consumer has to pay $3 for what the farmer receives but 
BO cents. A bushel of oats, for which the farmer receives 
from 30 to 35 cents, will make 23 packages of Quaker Oats, 
which retails to the consumer at 10 cents per package, or $2.30. 

Mr. J. R. Cahill, an investigator for the labor department of the 
Boarcl of Trade, London, England, came to this country to in
vestigate cost of living. . After visiting several of our large 
'cities ancl before his departure he stated that he found that the 
consumers in this country paid 5 cents for a 14-ounce loaf of 
bread, while in London a 64-ounce loaf retailed for 10 cents, 
the London loaf being made out of American flour. Thus the 
fact is apparent that the middlemen, including the miller and 
retniler and the baker, should not be overlooked in our effort 
to lessen the cost of food products to the consumer. I might 
cite many instances as showing that the price paid the farmer 
is very small compared to that paid by the consumer. 

l\fr. Chairman, I am opposed to this measure for unother 
good reason. Ever since the passage of the Morrill .A.ct of 1862 
the Federal Treasury has materially assisted in the establish
ment of agricultural colleges and experiment stations in every 
State in the Union. In addition thereto each State has contrib
uted immense sums to educate the agriculturists in scientific 
farming. Our great Department of Agriculture, with all its 
ramifications-which, in my judgment, is the greatest depart
ment of our Government-employs thousands of scientists and 
spends millions of money annually to further the science of 
agriculture. Hundreds of millions of dollars have been appro
priated by the National and State Governments in furthering 
agricultural education. While this system was inaugurated by 
the Federal Government, yet the various States have re
sponded nobly, and are continuing to do so. Increased agri
cultural production of superior quality is of the greatest con
sideration. Its benefits are numerous and manifold. The 
building · up o:f the home in rural communities, dignifying the 

labor of the farm, so that it becomes a science, adds to the 
health, wealth, prosperity, and manhood of the yeomanry, aside 
from generally benefiting our entire ' population. Again, it is 

· apparent to all that the congested population of our larger cities 
is ari actual menace to the welfare of our country. The best 
solution of this problem is to keep our agricultural population 
in the highest possible state of prosperity and happiness. This 
can not be done by the enactment of the legislation contem
plated by this bill. In my judgment this proposed legislation 
would defeat the very object for which the Department of Agri
culture, schools and colleges of agriculture, and experiment 
stations were esfablished. Should this legislation be enacted, 
the slogan " Back to the farm " or " Remain on the farm " would 
lose its force. Depreciate the value of the land and the price 
of the products therefrom and inevitably the migration from 
country to city will greatly increase. 

Our President in his message has alluded to the sentimental 
side of this proposed legislation. The Canadian is pictured in 
glowing terms. It is urged that this proposed agreement should 
be entered into because of the Canadian's racial affinity to us as 
well as his proximity to our border. His temperamental and 
social similarity and kindly feeling toward us is put forward 
as a further argument for the enactment of this measure. 

No standing army need guard our borders against him, no 
battleships' need fl.oat the great inland seas that divide us; but, 
on the contrary, we should welcome and invite him to enter 
our land and partake of this great home market without price. 
This, to my mind, is unjust to our own people, and furnishes 
no reason for the passage of this bill. I assert and believe thgt 
while the Canadian is peaceably disposed and one whom we 
should at all times treat kindly and justly, yet, at the same 
time, the welfare of our own people should be uppermost in 
our minds. I do not unclerstand that by this legislation we 
propose to make him one of us, for he belongs to another na
tion. His Government is a monarchy. His allegiance is to his 
King, and not to our GoT"crnment or its institutions. Ilis 
allegiance binds him to give preference to the British Cro1Vll, 
and while he will accept our hospitality and the great benefit 
which he will derive from this proposed legislation, he will be 
a stranger to us in all things governmental. 

I am strongly opposed to this bill and shall vote against it. 
Yet, if it must become a law-which seems probable-then I 
trust that a divine Providence who shapes the destinies of na
tions may so use this so-called reciprocity treaty, this entering 
wedge, to further amalgamate these two countries and eventu
ally make them one, with but one fiag-the Stars and Stripes. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota C:Mr. STEENERSON]. 

Mr. KENDALL. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman from 
Minnesota proceeds, I desire to suggest that this debate has 
now been proceeding since Inst Friday, and I am wondering 
whether we could not prevail upon the gentlemen who are man~ 
aging the enterprise to take the committee into their confidence 
as to when a vote may be expected. It seems to me that tlmt 
is a proper inquiry to make at this time. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I am in hopes that we 
can take the bill up under the five-minute rulo at 3 o'clock to
morrow afternoon. 

Mr. KENDA.LL. Is it the design of the gentleman to con
clude debate to-night? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say candidly to the gentleman 
that I have had an understanding with the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL] to close the general debate, except 
the closing speeches, to-night, and that to-morrow, when the 
closing speeches are made, we will then take it up uncler the 
five-minute rule for consicleration. 

Mr. KENDA.LL. What time this evening will the committee 
rise? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am willing to let the debate go on. I 
hope we will get through by 6 o'clock. 

Mr. K~"'DALL. Mr. Chairman, I think it is proper for me 
to say to the gentleman that if the committee continues after 6 
o'clock a quorum of the committee ought to be present. 

Mr. JAMES. I would suggest to the gentleman from Ala
bama--

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that the proceedings 
are by unanimous consent. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, by unanimous consent 
I will say to the gentleman that I have tried to be very liberal 
with that side of the House. I have not only yielded to the 
other side of the House, but I have yielded to gentlemen on 
that side of the House who were in favor of the bill. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has had considerably more timo 
than we have hnd, and I was in hopes) as the debate has run 
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for many, many hours longer than it was allowed to run when of life. It is strange to me that the Democratic Party has not 
it was before the House at the last session, that the gentle- discovered that they are on the wrong track so far as legislation 
man would allow it to run longer without interruption in order for tariff reform is concerned in this instance. They are, so to 
that as many Membt'rs may have an opportunity to get in as speak, tryjng to reduce the tariff by raising it, for the reason 
possible. that in this bill you are taking away the duty on the raw 

Mr. KE~'DALL. I think no possible complaint can be made material; the price of which was higher by renson of a pro
agajnst the gentleman from Alabama with respect to time al-. tected market at home, and you do not remove the manufac
lowcd for discussion. The only thing in the matter to me is this, turer's differential, or you very slightly change it. 
that where the discussion is so general, that a quorum of the Now, it is self-evident that there are two ways of increasing 
committee ought to be present to hear the arguments-that is, the protection of the manufacturer by changing customs duties. 
after G o'clock. One is by leaving the duty as it is on the manufactured nrtiP.le 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I regret very much if the gentleman and reducing the duty on the imported raw material· the other 
sees proper by reason of no quorum here to cut off any Mem- by raising the duty on the finished article while l~ving un
ber's privilege to be heard, hut the responsibility will then rest changed the duty on the raw material. When I first came here 
with him and not with me. it was at the beginning of the Fifty-eighth Congress. An extra 

Mr: KENDALL. Mr. Chairman, that is not my proposition session was called by the President to ratify the Cuban treaty. 
at all. '.rhere is no need of haste with reference to concluding And I want to Emy right here that that was a treaty and not a 
this discussion and limiting men to two, three, or five minutes pact or agreement which has no authority or validity in law. 
and from the clamor for opportunity to discuss this bill. I think It was a treaty ratified by two-thirds of the Senate and printed 
we· ought to take another day. in the statute books of the country, and we were called upon 

Mr. JAMES. l\Jr. Chairman, the complaint heretofore made to put that into execution by proper revenue laws. 
by gentlemen on that side of the House was that they bad not The Democrats were led by 1\Ir. JOHN SHARP 1iV"ILLIA.MS and 
had time enough to debate questions up for consideration. Now Mr. De Armoncl. It was my first experience in this House, and 
the complaint is because they have too much. I remember it as if it were yesterday. What was the motion 

l\fr. KENDALL. Not at all. The..gentlernan, with his usual of the gentleman from Mississippi? Why, to amend the bill to 
obtuseness, fails to understand the substance of my comvlaint. carry the treaty into effect. But here you say this "pa~t '' 
What I am suggesting is that these arguments are of impor- can not be amended. What was the amendment then proposed? 
ta.nee to the country and there ought to be a quorum to listen It was to wipe out the differential of the Sugar Trust, which 
to them. amounted to Hof a mUI per pound-12! cents upon 100 pounds. 

Mr. JAMES. The gentleman, with his usual desire to mnke And they alleged in forcible and eloquent speeches that that 
complaint when there is nothing to complain about, is pursuing 12! cents on 100 pouD:ds was the cause of the great monopoly, 
his old course. the Sugar Trust, havmg a strangle hold upon the Republican 

1\fr. DALZELL. As this matter is proceeding by unanimous Party, and if we could wipe out the refiner's differential we 
consent, I desire to say that, as debates go in this House, the would liberate the people of the United States from the grasp of 
gentleman from Alabama has been exceedingly fair from the the sugar monopoly. What a change has come over the spirit of 
beginning to the encl of this debate. [Applause.] He has not our dreams! The leader of the Democratic Party comes up here 
only been fair, but he has been generous in this respect, that now and proposes a differential of $1.25 a hundred, or 11 cents 
while he believes it to be the wish of his side of the House ' a pound, on beef and removes the duty entirely upon the raw 
which is in the majority, to close this debate substantially to~ material. Why, if it bad been suggested to the Democratic. floor 
night, he has permitted the people whom I represent to continue leader at ~hat time that we were to take off this duty on raw 
until each of them has had an opportunity to be heard, even su~ar entirely, thereby making the entire duty flow into the 
though elightly, and if there is any complaint to be made, as I pockets of the Sugar Trust, he would have justly said that we 
ha.Ye no doubt there is complaint being made, the complaint is were ~a_ndidates. for an insane a~ylum. And yet here is a 
due to me for my distribution of the time on this side, in wllich propo~itio~ t?at is more than ten times as bad, because the dif
I have endeavored to be as fair as circumstances would permit. ferential is mcreased from 12! cents per 100 pounds to $1.25 
[Applause.] per 100 pounds on raw .material ab.solutely free. Have you ever 

l\fr. DA. VIS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman-- thought of that? The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LEN-
The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman ROOT] struck the keynote when he said this raised the duties of 

rise? the !'a~e bill. Of cou!·se it does. It does not do it directly, 
Mr. DA 1iTIS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I rise to inquire but md1rectly, by remov1µg the duty on raw material all around. 

what arrangement has been made with regard to extension of And you do not seem to know it yet. I would -like to have 
remarks? somebody debate the merits of this bill and answer this, because 

The CHAIRMAN. Permission was given in the House to all I have not heard any discussion of it on the floor so far. The 
persons who have spoken to extend their remarks. The gentle- carcass of a steer on the hoof, say, weighs 1,200 pounds and 
man from Minnesota [Mr. STEENEBSON] is recognized for 15 when dressed it weighs 800 pounds. It costs $1 to slaughter 
minutes. that in the slaughterhouse. You can hire it done for that 

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this bill price. And here is a differential to the manufacturer of $10-
because I regnrd it as a very unjust and unfair bill from the 1,000 per cent-10 times more than the total cost of production.
standpoint of the people for whom I especially speak, and it is What are you thinking about? 
also unfair and unjust in other particulars as relates to the This bill was never prepared in the Committee on Ways and 
whole people of the United States. l\Iy district is specially in- Means. It must have been prepared by some amateur clerks 
terested in thi s, and we think we kn:ow something about the up in the department. Who can tell how many jokers there 
facts embraced in this agreement, or thjs arrangement because are in it? But the thing goes on. It js not meat alone. There 
my district, on the northern boundary, joins Ontario a~d Mani- js flour; as has been pointed out. There is GO cents a barrel 
tobn. I have liYed within a short distance of thn.t line for more. on flour, and the total tariff on tlJe raw material is wipe<l off. 
than 30 years, and lm ve observed the difference in the conditions And so it is with barley. The brewer gets bis barley free as 
of employment and of production and prices on both sides of the does the maltster, but there is a duty on the beer and the n:{alt. 
line. I will not take time to go into a discussion of the I') r·oposi- The effect of this is not to reduce duties, but to raise them and 

you build a tariff wall around the manufacturers who ar~ or
tion which has been advanced here by some of the alleged fri ends 
of the farmers tllnt the prices of wheat are just .a s high in ga~izing trusts a mile high-higher than it has ever been before. 
Canncla ns in the United States. I know absolutely from 11er- It is a reward ~or c.o~bination, monopolistic combination, by the 
sonnl knowledge and experience that it is not so. Thev are mis- strength of which it is sought to rob the ultimate consumer in 
taken, and there has been a difference on this sicle fo the n.d- eYery walk. of li~e. Ch?UP food, cheaper cost of living! Free 

f th f raw material with duties on the finished product is reYision 
vanta ge o e a:mers on wheat alone of more than 10 cents a downward, not for the consumer but for the trusts at the e:x:
bushe1, and s~metimes a great deal more, for many, many yen.rs. pense of the Treasury. You are tying us hand and foot and 

I do not ~hm~ we c~n ~ake the ti~e here to analyze the rea- delivering us over to the meat trust and the flour trust and 
so~s ~or this. The prmcipal reason is that the whea t that we every other trust in the country. [Applause on the Republican 
rai :;;e m the Northwestern and boundary States is spring wheat side.] · 
is hard wheat, and that is principally consumed in the United Now, there is one remnrkable thing that I have noticed in 
States to mix with other kinds of wheat so as to make a more this debate, and that is that there is a dispute between gentle· 
valuable and strong flour for bread making, and it commands a men on that side and on this side as to whether this is a ne
highe.r price tlurn soft wheat, and, therefore, commands ; price publi_can or a Democratic measure. Why, bless your soul, it 
that is very murh above the price at I~iverpool. is neither one nor the other. It has all the faults of protection 

I will say, further, that it seems to me that this bill is un- gone mad and of destructive free trade. It js the Democratic 
fair to the people at large, to the consumer in every occupation donkey, tail end first, and the rear end of the Republican ele-
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phant. [Laughter and applause.] That is what it is. It has 
nil the faults of both sides and none of the merits. [Laughter.] 

A great deal has been said to the effect that we can not 
amend or change this bill because, as has been said, it is a pact. 
There is something sacred about the word "pact." What is 
this ngreement? Has anybody signed it? No. It is a verbal 
agreement, nnd tlle Canadian minister writes, "That is my un
derstancling," and our Secretary of State says, "Yes; that is 
right; that is my un<lerstanding." It is not an instrument in 
writing, and yet they come in here and say it is so sacred that 
you can not change it by crossing a " t" or dotting an " i." 

It is said in the letter of the Canadian ministers to the Sec
retary of State, ••It is agreed that the desired tari1! changes 
shall not take the formal shape of a treaty but that the Gov
ernments of the two countries will use their utmost efforts to 
bring about such changes by concurrent legislation at Washing
ton and Ottawa." Both the President and tho ministers knew 
that there could be no treaty because the treaty power-the 
President ancl two-thirds of the Senate-would not agree to any 
such proposition. Now while I contend that the action of the 
President in agreeing to use his "utmost efforts" to secure this 
legislation was outside and beyond the limitations of the Con
stitution which vests the legislative power in Congress and re
quires that all bills raising revenue shall originate in the House 
of Representatir-cs, yet I admit that the Canadian ministers 
were differently situated as to their Government, and for this 
reason: They, like Great Britain, are under the parliamentary 
system where there is almost complete merger of executive and 
legislatir-c power in the House of Commons. The premier is 
a member and leader of the Hoose, and virtually chief executive 
at the same time. The ministers of the Canadian Government 
who occupy this dual position might with propriety make this 
agreement, while on account of our Constitutional limitations 
the President seems to be without legal authority to do so. 

While the President may recommend to our consideration such 
measures as he shall "judge necessary and expedient," he mny 
not use the appointing power to persuade us, or his power to 

The maximum and minimum prov1s10n is one that levies a 
25 per cent higher rate of duty on commodities coming from a 
country that discriminates against our goods and refuses to 
treat us as fairly as the most favored nations are treated. 
Apparently, Canada refused to so treat us, but our Government 
did not enforce the penalty required by the act of Congress in 
question, but began to negotiate. It was a delicate situation, no 
doubt, but these Canadian friends of ours persisted in refusing 
to relieve us from discriminatory treatment in their markets. 

Here is what the Canadian minister says of the origin of this 
matter and what happened. 

Referring to his first meeting with Mr. Taft in connection 
with the operation of the maximum and minimum tariff imposed 
by the Payne bill, among other things Mr. Fielding stated the 
following, as given on page 2500 of the official record: 
[Extract from speech made by Hon. W. S. Fielding, minister of finance 

of the Dominion of Canada, t:efore the House of Commons, n.s reported 
1n the Hoose of Ccmmons Debates, under date of Thursday, January 
20, 1011.) 

I will frankly say that I do not think l\Ir. Taft ever desired to 
impose the maximum tarlfl upon the products of Canada. Tho mis
fortune was that Congress had imposed the tnriff. It was not n question 
of l\Ir. Taft doing it, ns Congress had put that taritz on and dedared 
that on nnd after a given date the products of all countries not ex
empted by special action of the President should become subject to the 
maximum tariff. The maximum tariff existed an<l was coming into 
operation in a few days. It was not a question of Mr. Taft putting it 
on, but of Mr. Taft being induced to take it oil', as he ha<l the power 
to do. • • • As I have already said, it was not a question of 
putting on the maximum ta.riff, it was n question of takin~ it off, and 
I found that the President of the United States was willing to take 
it off, if we coul<l give him some decent excuse to do so under the 
terms of the American tariff law. We made n few changes, a few 
concessions of no earthly importance, so small nnd trifling that I am 
sure hardly any of us in the House could remember to-day what they 
were. Ilut they served tho purpose· they were enough to give Mr. 
'!'aft the rcnson and excuse he desired ; and, accordingly, be issued his 
proclamation that Canada should not be placed under the disadvantage 
of the maximum tariff, which, if applied, would undoubtedly have done 
harm on both sides, most certainly to large business interests in Canada. 
Out of the negotiations at that time have sprung the larger negotia
tions of a more recent date. 

call or adjourn Congress to secure this or any other proposed I think by this time the farmers of the United States regret 
legislation. there ever was a maximum and minimum provision in the tariff 

If he has authority to make such an agreement regarding law. That the opening up free of a market of 92,000,000 
trade and to carry it out in this manner, he would have the people-the greatest and most profitable mn.rket in the world
same right as to other subjects-such as the liquor traffic, should be the reward of the Canadians for refusing to give us 
marriage and divorce, child labor, strikes, and so forth. Would the most-favored-nations treatment will go down as the most 
not the inevitable result be that our fundamental law would remarkable diplomatic aehlevement in all history. After this, 
be so changed as to gir-e the President not only the negative in is it any wonder that some people say that the absorption of 
legislation but the initiative also, and the power of the Prest- the United States by the British Empire is fur more likely than 
dency increased at the expense of the Congress? Laws would our annexation of Canada? 
be submitted to us complete in form, and all we would have the We haye had experience on the point that it is not every 
right to do would be to say yes or no. "revision downward" that benefits the people. Did free hides 

It is a tendency to merge both the legislative and executive lower the price of shoes? No; not at all. What did it do? It 
power in the President, a tendency directly opposite to the lowered the farm price of hides all o-ver the country, and every 
change which has gradually . taken place under the British farmer in the land can tell you so. What else did it do? It 
Constitution, where the executive power has been merged in the deprived the United States Treasury of the two or three million 
House of Commons. dollars 11 year it had theretofore collected on imported cattle 

The one augments the power of the people, the other leads to hides and turned it into the pockets of the shoe and leather 
autocracy. trust, just exactly as this reciprocity arrangement will first 

The letter of the Canadian ministers speaks of the "Gor-ern- reduce the farm price of all that the farmer produces and de
ments of the two countries," just as if it were a treaty, and it prive the Treasury of the five or six million dolln.rs a year here
is not even preliminary to a treaty. While the· ministers may tofore received from duties on Canadian imports and turn it all 
be the "Goyernment" of the Dominion, it is incorrect to speak over to combinations and trusts in this country. Our expe
of the President as the "Go-vernment," except when he is rience was exactly the same when we hn.d a reciprocity treaty 
executing the treaty-making power, which confessedly was not with Hawaii, whereby their sugar was admitted free. The 
intended. The object of this agreement was legislation by Con- Treasury lost the revenue and the people paid just exactly the 
gress and Parliament and not a treaty. same for sugar as they did before. 

l\fr. FThTLEY. Will the gentleman yield for a question? According to the logic of the acl.vocates of this bill, that man 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentle- in New York who invented the springs to put in the scales of 

man from South Carolina? the customhouse so as to underweigh the sugar imported was 
Mr. STEENERSON. Yes; I will yield for a question. really engaged in n. meritorious worl{; he was trying to reduce 
Mr. FINLEY. Where does the gentleman think the President the cost of living by getting in cheaper sugar. He certainly 

stands on this proposition? reduCP.ll the duties; he revised the tariff downward-to the 
l\fr. STEENERSON. The President has evidently been mis- Sugar Trust. The trouble was that the trust forgot to pass the 

led, and he has succeeded ih deluding the Democrats more than reduced price on to the consumer. He was engaged in doing 
they have ever been deluded before, and more than I hope they exactly what this bill proposes-increasing the difference be
will eyer be deluded again. [Laughter on the Republican side.] tween the price at which the manufacturers' raw material and 

Where and how did this bill originate? According to the J his finished product can be brought in. 
President's message, it originated when the question of enforc- The representatives of II11lnufacturing interests in the East 
ing the maximum and minimum provisions of the Payne law are again learnedly nrguing that this pact will not injure the 
against Canada came up. The first words of the reciprocity farmer, but the farmers think they know their own business 
message reads as follows: as well as anybody. The device of asFmming the guise of 

In my annual messag3 of December 6, 1010, 1 stated that the policy farmers' friend for an ulterior purpose will not work, for that 
of broader and closer trade relations with the Dominion of Canada, trick can be played only once in an evening. To sllow just 
which was initiatecr in the adjustment of the maximum and minimum what the farmers think of reciprocity, I will insert in the 
provisions of the tnril'f act of August 5, 1009, had proved mutually REcon.o resolutions passed in a mass meetrn· .(7 i·n Kittson County, 
beneficial and thn.t ft justified farther efforts for the readjustment of "' 
the commercial relations ot the two countries. right on the boundary line of Canada, and a mass convention 
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helcl. recently at St. Paul,. :md. nJEo a. letter from JustuS' C~ Berg, 
one of our mo-st prominent :u1d:. representative farmerS'. 

I say to :ron as earnestly as I ca.n, that the· injurious effects 
of this law go beyond: the comprehension of most of US'. It 
strikes at the industi·ies. of 30,000,000 people. and I believe 
eventually it will increase i:rultend of diminish the cost of. living_ 
to C'\"ery man, woman, n.nd child in the United Stutes. How 
can a Congress elected by the peeple enact such a. la..w in the 
exercise of their unbia.sed judgment? Well might we excia:im-

o jv.dgment ! thou art fled to brutish beasts, 
And men ha.ve lest their rea.son-

ff they will approve so monstrous a proposition as this_ [Ap· 
plauEe on the Republican side.] 

APPENDIX. 
A DIG MEETIXG-FARllEllS AND BUSI:t\"ESS MEN HOLD BIG A!<TICAN.ADIAN 

llECTPnUCITY llfEETING. 

HALLOCir, M"rNN., April 14, 1911. 
The ma.ss meeting cn.lled by Presiuent P . H. Konzen, of the Hallock 

Commercial Club, last Saturday to draft rru;olutions ngainst the gend
ing C:madhm rccip11ocit"y nnd to elect delegates U» attend the State 
meeting at St. Pnul, was probably one of the most enthusiastic and well 
ntten<le<l pub-lie meetings ever brougb.1i together in Halrock. Elully 200 
repi:csentntive f:lrmers from di1Fererrt pa.rts of the county were present 
as aelcgntes, and with the number that. attended from town, the. coUTt
:-tousc wns crowded run. Though nonpolftfcal, the gathering was ma.de 
lJP' of men of different polificaI ranks, and for once· our- Republ1cn:n 
friends admitted that the pending Republic::tn Cana.dinn reciprocity pact 
was one of the- most barefaced pieces of class legislation ever attempted 
upon an Intelligent people, nnd they stood shouldc.I'. to shoulder with 
Democrats in denouncing it as unpatriotic, unjust, :ind discriminutory
sncrificing the- interests of the agrfculturn.r masses to the insntiable 
greed of. the capitn.listic. and manufacturing classes. The only objec
tlonabfc fcn.ture about the whore meeting was thnt the committee on 
resolutio;is, in commending t1le stand tnken by our United States- Sen
ators and Congressmen,. either willfully- or unintention:i.lly left out the 
name of Congressman. W. S . H.a11111rn~rr. the only Democratic: Member 
from lllnnesotn, who worked as hard as any otlier IDiln.esotnn for the 
clclent of the b1ll. P. H. Konzen was chosen presfding- officer of the 
meeting and C. J. Estlund' w:is chosen secl'etn.ryr an:d the two we.re 
elected delegates to the St. Louis- meeting, which met o.t the old Capitol 
Building last Tuesday, nncl, according to the Minneapolis Tribune of 
the 11th, we note that Mr. Konzen had been chosen by tho St. Paul 
convention a member of the delegation whose duty it will be to carry 
the convention's protest to Congress at Washington, D. C. Here are 
tho resolutions : 

PREAM'.DLE AND- RESOLUTTO::<l'S-. 

We, the neople of Kittson Cpunty, lilinn., in mass meeting nsseml)led, 
believing that. Cnnndian reciprocity, ns. proposed oy the· McCall OE ad
ministration bill now pending before the United Stn.tes Congi:ess1 is 
unjust and unequal, in that it brings the products of the farm mto 
direct competition with like products of agricultural Canada, while pro
viding no compensatory benefits fn :my of the articles of manufacture 
whieh we buy and consume; do hereby most earnestry protest against 
the ynssage ot tbe said' reciprocity p:rct, and unanimously unifc in 
voicing our denundntion of the sn.i<l act as unpatriotfc, unjust di:r
bolical, and discriminatory1 sacrificintr the interests ot: 1llie agricultural 
masses of the C'Ountry to tne insatiable greed and predatory aggrandize
ment of the capitalistic and ma:nufacturing classes. And in furtherance 
of said protest, be it 

Resolved, That we regard the said' reciprocity treaty as Inimical to 
our bes t interests nnd destructive- of the only vestige· of· ben-eflt that 
the farmer has ever received, or ever expects t0> receive? from the pro
tective system which he. h...'lS' patriotically helped to maintain foi.- what 
he eoncel-vcd to be fox: the· best interests of our common country. 

Resolved,, 'lllat- WC view,. in the- passage of tho Canadian reciprocity 
a.ct.. a deUbcJ:'ate PUTJ?OSe to discriminate against: the fn11mfng interests 
and to sacrifice its rights to the Moloch of- eorporo.te greed. 

Rcsol'l:ed, That we regard the saw. act as a direct slap at the r.ural 
<lis trict s, and therefore shall. hold any Member of the United States 
Congress who supportS' the same as hostile toi our interests and our 
can .. ~. 

U esol't:eu, Thnt we believe- that the- large· cltics of oui~ State-St. 
l'uul , :Minneapol!s, and Duluth-in their" strenuous efforts in behalf of 
the pasan~ of the sai<l reciprocity act, evince n reckless disregard for 
the rights of the toiling millions upon the broad farming domain of 
this o.nd those other Western Stntes whose wen.Ith of golden grnin nnd 
other products, pourmg in a torrential streaID into their laps, ,has con
tributed In no small degree to their prosperity n:nd grentness-; :ind thnt 
we view their zeal nnd activity in that- behali as an exhibition of sheer 
sel!J.shnegs o.nd without palliation in rhyme or reason other. than that 
of local benefit at the- expense of the ruraI Interests. 

Ucso Zvccf.- Thn.t we commend- the stnnd taken by OW! United Stutes 
Senn.to.rs, Hon. KNGTE NELSO~ and Hon. M. E. CLAPP, and by our Rep
resen tatives, t:hc honorable Messrs. S'llEEXEnso::<r, VOLSTEAD, DAVIS, 
LL\"DDr:I?GII, and A..i.'"'DEmSON in opposition to this most unjust nnd one.
sided mensure,: and we most earnestly Ul'ge them to· n; continuance of 
such opposition, to the end that the sQ.1.d proposed bill may either be 
entirely defeated or at least so modified as to yield compensatory bene
fits to the nl11"icultur:il interests of the country, for ffie IJrotection of 
w h ich they ruoner as a clnss, nrc sought to be- deprived_ 

J~e:w.l i;c <l, Th:it tho secretn.ry of this meeting be instructed to forward 
to each of our United States Senators ancT to each Memoer of Congress 
from tllis State, ns well as to the chairman 01' the mass meeting held 
:it the oltl cnl)ltol bulldlng_ in tho city of St. Faul on Tuesdn.y, the 11th 
dny e>f April,. A. D. 1011, n copy of. these resolutions. 

ELlIEn c. YETTER. 
W . EJ. FORD. 
G'EO'RGE B..uam. 

RESOLUTlO::'f E>F PROTEST. 

We, i.'.irmei·s and busincs3 men. of Minne.sota in mass meeting assem
blccI, do most earnestly nn<l S'incercly protest ngninst the ratification by 
Congress of the pending· treaty with Canadn in its present f"orm. 

ln doing S'O we hereby announce and publish the following rensons: 
l!' irst. That the treaty is unfair. unjust, and df.scriminating against 

the agriculturnr interests of tile Unltc<l States, giving- these- interests 
practically nothing in return for what it deprives them of. 

Secondi. Th:it it. will inure to the d1sa.dvantnge, loss, and suffering of 
our producers without any pr.ospeet ot. cheaper manufactured products 
t0> the eonsumer. 

Third: That the removal o! the cluty. on. wheat will ::rccr:ue solely to 
the benefit of the; miH.er; that of barley to. the br-ewCll; that of flaxseed 
to the linseed mills; and that of live stock'1 ho~1. pouUry, and do.iry 
pi:oducts to the packers and middlemen,. ana, wllil~ not benefiting· the 
consumer;- will me.:in. a great loss to tile- producerS'. 

Fourth. It creates an unfalr eompetition, innsmnch ns. it will co::npel 
our farmers to compete in our own IlUUlkets with the cheaply produced 
products o!. n:llcn competitors We contend: that our home market be
longs in the first instance, to our own citizens. 

l!'ifth. This pact, if a.greed to, will retard and· set back the progress 
town.rd n: higher nnd better standftrd of farm. life which bas become so 
noticeat>Ie dudng the. recent prosperous- times ;, it will tend to· bring on 
a.gain that struggle fo1~ existence- so well remcmberecl by our pioneer 
farmers-, n stJJUggle· in which many went nndei:.; it will lessen the op
portunities for a better education of our farmers' children,. and thus 
encounrge them in leaving the: farm. 

D:ElCLABXS l'ACT 'WILL CA"'GSE LOSS . 
Sixlli . It wiil lessen the purch.nsing capacity· of' our .American pro

du.ccrs· to the extent of millions o.'f dollars annually by depriving them 
of a legitimate- o.nd fair price for thefr nroducts. All of this will rep
resent a corresponding loss- to the commerci!l.l interests of our country 
as the fai:mer's profit invariably findi> its way into- all the channels: Oi 
trade. Our commerclnl and. manufacturing interests stand to lose as 
much in this way· as they will gain 1'y the expansfon of their business-

Seventb . Our ,American farmers, by th.cir thrift, energy, and fru
gality, have made this country what it is; t.hey ha..ve mad'e it. possible 
foi: the great commercial interests to become weaithy nnd powerful. 
Without the farmer this would have been impossible. In view of this 
em: eommercinl interests should now stand: by- thC' fn:rmer: To do other
wise lays them open to the charge of commercial gXeeff :mer selfishness. 

Eighth. The term " reciproelty" as applied to the Ch.nadinn treaty is 
n.. misnomer. Reciprocity ml!an<f an cquitn.ble trade or exchange between 
two countl!ies of products which one: country produces and the other 
does not, or which it prodllces- only in fnsufilcfent- qunntitles. We pro
duce everythin~ in this country thu.t' is produced in Cannd:.r. 

Ninth. n consti1lutes nn. agreement ma.de se-eretly a.nCL without regard 
to 11:ny s~ttletl pollcies of our. t:lril'f laws. It means free trade for the 
fnrmer :rnd protection for the' manufacturer-, nnd as such hr discrimina
tion in its rnnkest. form. 

ASSERTS nIGIIT TO HOMD MAilKET. 
. Tenthr That- in. trading olr' our home mnrke-t of. over 00,000,000 people, 

n. mat·ket that is and has- been n.bundnntly supplied by our own pro
ducers, a marlrnt that has been bnirt up by American thr.ift and fru
gality, un:d wlilch by every inherent rii;-ht and heritage belongs to our 
producers, fo11 thnt of< 8,000,000 C!madrn.ns, witb its donbtful increased 
advantages to commercial and mannfacturin"' Interests, would not only 
be unfair and unjust to our own proclucers, but foolish and reprehensible. 

Eleventh. TbiS' proposed treaty, when divested· of Its sentimental fea
tures, can nnd wlil appenl only to tho~ who are: sel1ish:ly interested 
a.nd. who expect to gain there.by;. As, a whole, it will be a damn~e rathet: 
than a benefit to our country: In its present form it should not bo 
rattfied. 

Twelfth. We: i:epudinte the· a.ction of PrcskTunt: Taft, illrgc manufa-e
turing concerns, chambers of commerce. nnd the management of the 
Great Northern Railway in nttcmptirrg to for'Ce the so-called reciprocffy 

. agreement through Congress without gi'Ving the people at large an op
portunity to give. It due consideration or to express thelr opinions. We 

_ rel?ret . exceedingly thnt the city press has fniled to glvo. publicity to 
both sides of this most tmportnnt question. 

D'LiltES TIIE l\IIDDLEllFJ~. 

Thirteenth. The proposed pact wourd' not red'uce th-c· cost of living. It 
would not benefit the lailering: man, the mechanic-, <11" :ir.tisan in tlro 
great cities. as• the exoi:bito.nt prices paid by them for produce is not 
occasioned by the price rec-eivc<l by the i':lrmen, but rs the result of me 
excessive· charges mndc by the rni1roads and middlemen. The farmer only 
recelves 35 per cent of the pl'ice paid by the consumer-J. while the trans· 
portation cumpanies o.nd middlemen receive the other t>5 •. 

Fourteenth. We herepy express our thanks to nll those newspapers 
of our State wbe- in this controversy haT'e rioo-n above consitlerations of 
selfishness and hn:vc defended the farming- 1at.erests ngninst this t:Iu·en:t
ening- danger, and we mention expressly the Nor_thwest.ern Agriculturist, 
the Farm, Stock, and IIome, and the Farmer; nnd we al.so thank all 
members-of our legislature and other citizen& who ha-ve fnterested them· 
selves in cnllh:rg thlit mcetin:g. 

Fifteenth. We urge on all our citizens who are- in· fn_vor- of fnir play 
and equ::rlity before the law to make continuous and el!ectivcr agitation 
agninst this treaty. 

Sixteenth. Thar copies of these llCSolutions be sent. to the President 
of the United St!l.tes and to each of our Scnaters and Representatives in 
the Congress. 

Hon. HALYOR STEE~"Enso~, 
Washington, D. O. 

HENDRUllI, l\lnrn., ApriZ 11,, 1911. 

HoNon~DLl'l' Sm:· I feer moved to address you urr<l thank you for- the 
irt:md you too~ Inst se'SSion: o:I!· Cbngresa fn opposition to the· Canadian 
reciprocity agreement. and hope you will do all within your power to 
prevent its pa~sage this session. 

In my- capn.city as: :rn afilc~ ot n. farmers• orgnnizntion. cove.ring tlirec 
of the North.wt?lrtcrn Stntes· nnd other local coopernhve concerns I 
have- come in contact with many representative farmers. 

I was deeply impressc.d with tho sponta:neouS' opposition the intro
duction of this Canadian agreement created. Thm opposition is nea.rly, 
lf not entl.rely, unanimous among- the f:lrwers of the Northwest. '.rhe 
i;easons for this oppositfon are common :mtl ldentic:il. .A:nd l can assure 
you thnt no mending or ehnng1n~ ot the reciprocity bill, aven to abso
lute free trnde with Canada:, will change the commoa conviction that 
this mcasul.'e is being, fm:ccd upon the far~rs- U.!J, an en:usc- for condi
tions for whicll they can not jusUy be hcid responsible. 

The sentiment is so rapidly gaining- force that should this bHI or 
any other blll placing. n.gricultUl':il produets on the- fllce· list pass, the 
only consistent course :for the farmers to· tnke is to stand f'ox: absolute 
free trade with the entire world, and compel, if they can, this country 
to resort to- direct taxation. 

rt is. conceded by all par.ties ttw.t the ngriculturaL sedi.ons. of the 
Central o.nd Northwestern Stutes lla'VC been. tbe manufacturers' stunch
est supporters in building and supporting the poliey of lrlgli protection. 
Is this our rewar<f? If so, we have eomc- to th<! p~ting- of the ways. 
We have stood for nrotcction in. the past, an<1 have been the least 
benE!'tlted. Now that- the· tfme· has come when we to a limited degree 
s.~~~~- lts benefits, are they to be tnken away from us? 
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Production on land already under cultivation can easily be multiplied 
by three if farming is sufficiently profitnb1e to warrant the necessary 
preparation and investment of capital. I believe with others that have 
studied agricultural conditions carefully that the United States will be 
self-supporting for generations to come if farming should prove suffi
ciently profitable to be attractive. 

No vocation, or profession either, attains a high degree of efficiency 
unless its remuneration is commensurate with capital and energy ex
pended. Nor are the American farmers an exception to this rule. To 
make farming attractive it must have the means to make it com
fortable, and that makes for contentment-in other words, share the 
Nation's prosperity. 

Economists and sociologists view with serious apprehension the move
ment from the farm to the larger cities. The blll in question, or any 
other legislation adverse / to the farmers, can only augment this move
ment. Them may be a few of us so situated that we need not con
tinue in an unprofitable business, but what per cent of the farmers are 
so situated? 

'l'he only excuse offered in introducing or recommending this Cana
dian reciprocity agreement was that it would reduce the cost of living. 
But bave the consumers of farm products any assurance that their 
wag-es will not be correspondingly reduced? If the farmer suffers, will 
it not sooner or later react on the city laborers? The adjustment will 
su1·cly follow when the country boys offer themselves on the labor 
m:ll'ket in competition with others that sell their labor. 

'l'heRe are a few points the farmers would like Congress to consider 
carefully before they pass a bill that is unpopular to nearly one-third 
of the country's voters. 

If we can assist you in any way, you have but to address us. 
Yours, respectfully, 

JUSTUS C. BERGH. 

Mr. il"'TIERSON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, the agree
ment or informal treaty between the United States and the 
Dominion of Canada which it is intended to ratify on the part 
of the United States by this bill proposes to change the economic 
and commercial relations of the two countries upon the basis of 
alleged mutual and reciprocal advantage. Stripped of its senti
mental considerations, it presents a purely business proposition 
of whether or not the commissioners have made an intelligent 
bargain. 

Briefly stated, for the purpose of the determination of this 
question, the bill presents a proposed reciprocal free list, which 
includes only the raw products of the farm, such as wheat, 
oats, rye, barley, flax, butter, and cheese, designated as Schedule 
A, and a proposed reciprocal dutiable list which contains cer
tain specified articles of manufacture, designated as Schedule B. 

The proposition is not a new one, and fortunately may, at 
least in part, be determined by the light that is furnished by 
the experience of the past, and it is worth while in this con
nection to cousider the trade relations which have heretofore 
existed between the two countries. 

In 1854 the Democratic Party, flushed with victory, as now, 
presented a proposed reciprocal agreement between the two 
countries for the assent of Congress which provided for free 
trade between the two countries in natural products. This 
treaty was identical with the free list proposed in this agree
ment, with the exception that it included flour and breadstuffs; 
fresh, smoked, and salted meats; hides; stone and marble; ores 
and metals; lumber of all kinds; rice; gypsum; unmanufactured 
tobacco; and rags, and in this respect offered to the consumer 
and the farmer some advantages which this treaty does not. 

It will be noted that in the treaty of 18·54 not an article the 
value of which had been enhanced by manufacture was in
cluded in the agreement. 

The contemporaneous statesmanship of that period is unani
mous as to the disastrous effects upon the commerce of the 
United States of the treaty of 1854, and upon its final abroga
tion in 1866 the resolution providing for its abrogation was 
supported by such men as John Sherman, of Ohio; Senators 
Morrill, of Maine; Chandler, of Michigan; Dqolittle, of Wis
consin; Henry Wilson, of Massachusetts; and many others. 
M:rnufacturing New England was among the first to demand 
the abrogation of the treaty. 

Tlle resolution to abrogate the treaty passed in the Senate by 
a vote of 38 to 0. In the debate upon the resolution to abrogate 
the treaty Senator Foote, of Vermont, said: 

I believe it to be very generally conceded that while this reciprocity 
treaty, so denominated. bas proved highly beneficial to the interests of 
the people of the British Provinces, and has contributed very lar~ely to 
theil' interest and prosperity, it bas at the same time proved inJm·ious 
and prejudicial to the interest and prosperity of the people of the 
American States. The very title of the treaty itself is a misnomer. 
There is nothing reciprocal about it; there is nothing reciprocal in its 
operation; it produces no reciprocity of benefits between the two Gov
ernments. It is beneficial to one only of the contracting parties and 
injures the other. Such are the practical results of the opinion of the 
American people, who now, after an experience of its effects for 10 
years, demand as with one voice the abrogation of a contract which they 
regard as partial, unjust, inequitable, and one-sided, as soon as it can oe 
done through the forms prescribed ln the treaty itself. 

I propose now to consider some of the effects of the treaty of 
1854 upon our commerce. In the four years immediately pre
ceding the going into effect of the treaty our importations from 
Canada, free of duty, amounted to $4,107,392. Those paying 
duty amounted to $15,002,034, or nearly four times greater. In 

the four years immediately succeeding the commencement of 
the treaty our imports from Canada, free of duty, increased to 
$59,419,926, while those subject to duty decreased to $2,150,394, 
or 1 in 28, a total importation of $61,570,320, as against 
$19,110,026 in the four years preceding the treaty. On the other 
hand, our exports to Canada dwindled from $20,771,601 in 1855 
to $15,243,834 in 1866, and in the same period Canada's exports 
to us increased from $12,000,000 to $4G,OOO,OOO, of which 
$25,000,000 was farm products. In this connection Senator 
Collomer, speaking in favor of the abrogation of tlie treaty, said: 

The amount received by them (Canada) under the treaty free of duty, 
since it. went into operation, was $73,000,000, and the amount received 
by us from them $115,000,000-

A balance of trade in favor of Canada of $41,000,000-
and yet we had at that time 30,000,000 people to produce, while Can
ada bad but 3,000,000. 

When the treaty began, upon all exports and imports between 
the two countries, we had a balance of trade of $8,000,000, 
which, at the expiration of the treaty, had turned into a balance 
of $30,000,000 against us. 

Immediately upon the abrogation of the h·eaty of 1854 the 
statesmen of Canada began again to knock at our doors for tlle 
admission of her farm products, beseeching us for a resumption 
of reciprocal relations in the products of the farm, but its dis
astrous effects were still fresh in our memory, and up to the 
present time we have steadfastly refused to be drawn into any 
proposition looking to the free admission of the natural products 
of the Dominion. 

President Grant, in his first administration, declined to con
sider such a proposition, giving as his reason that the advan
tages of such a treaty would be wholly in favor of the British 
producers, excepting in the case of a few engaged in transporta
tion. In his second administration he offered to make a new 
treaty which should include the free admission into Canada 
of a large number of manufactured products, but the Dominion 
officials, adhering then as now to the policy of protection of 
her manufacturing industries, refused to make a treaty upon 
that basis. 

Again, in the administration of President Harrison, the matter 
of a reciprocal arrangement contemplating the free a<lmission 
of natural products was considered; and, in a message to the Con
gress, President Harrison denounc!ed the proposition in the 
following language : 

A reciprocity treaty limited to the exchange of natural products 
would have been such only in form. The benefits of such a treaty 
would have inured almost wholly to Canada. Previous experiments 
on this line had been unsatisfactory to this Government. A treaty 
to be reciprocal in fact and of mutual advantage must necessarily 
have embraced an important list of manufactured articles and have 
secured to the United States a free or favored introduction of those 
articles into Canada and against the world. 

In another message to Congress referring to reciprocity be
tween the two countries, he said: 

The conference developed the fact that the Canadian Government 
was only prepared to offer to the United States in exchange for the 
concessions asked the admission of natural products. This admission, 
which was foreseen, necessarily terminated the conference upon this 
question. The benefits of an exchange of natural products would be 
almost wholly with the people of Canada. 

The Republican platform of 1004 provided: 
We have extended widely our foreign markets, and we believe in 

the adoption of all practicable methods for their future extension, 
including commercial reciprocity wherever reciprocal arrangements can 
be effected consistent with the principles of protection and without 
injury to American agricultm:e, American labor,. or any American 
~utr~ -

It will be noted from the excerpts which i have read that 
the policy of the American statesmanship of the past has been 
to decline the overtures of the Canadian Government looking to 
reciprocity in natural products, in view of the disastrous results 
to our commerce and the experiences of the treaty of 1854, un
less our concessions in the opening of the American market 
to the natural products of Canada were met with a reciprocal 
concession on the part of Canada providing for the free or 
favored admission of our manufactured products into the 
Dominion. And that, so far as the Republican Party ls con
cerned, it has never contemplated reciprocity with Canada unless 
it could be effectuated without injury to any American industry, 
including agriculture. 

The present treaty attempts to anticipate th&--0-l>J.ection that 
no reciprocal advantages are offered to our manufacturing in
dustries, by injecting into this agreement what is denominated 
a reciprocal dutiable list and described as Schedule B. An 
examination of this schedule, however, discloses the fact that 
the shadow has been substituted for the substance. It discloses 
further that no attempt was made to so arrange these schedules 
of the treaty that it would permit the entry into Canada upon 
equal terms of any of the manufactured products of this country 
which compete with the industry of the Dominion or with im-
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portations from Great Britain. On the contrary, Schedule B 
is n compromise between the duty upon specified articles pro
vided by the Payne-Aldrich bill and the <loties provided by the 
general roriff laws of Canada. 

But in no case is the reduction in duty sufficient to war
rant the assumption that any substantial benefit or increased 
trade will inure to the American manufacturer. The unques
tioned statements of the Canadian statesmen upon this proposi
tion are convincing. 

As late as 1903 Sir John Charlton, in an address to the Cana
dian Parliament, said : 

Something must be done to ch:m;:{e the trade conditions tnat exist 
between the United States and Canada. Free trade in natural products 
would nJford a reasonable adjustment. Nothing short of this will do, 
and this condition of free trade of natural products must be ' gr:rntc<l by 
the United States without a solitary concession from Canada further 
than she has already made. We can not afford any more. 

How close the pending agreement approximates the Canadian 
ideal I shall make plain later on in an analysis of the trade 
relations between the mo countries. 

In ad<lressing t.he Canadian House of Commons on March 7 
of this year, speaking on the reciprocity agreement, Sir Wilfrid 
La urier said : 

We (Canada) . arc above all :m a~ricultural people. Our chief wealth 
is the growth of these products of the Temperate Zone. • * • I 
stated a moment ago that the agreement we made is simply to get better 
prices for the products of the Canadian fnrmcr. • • • Years a~o we 
had a cattle trade with Great Britain. We have some yet, but it is not 
as large as it ought to be, been.use everybody knows that it has been 
constantly retarded by the embargo put upon it some 20 years ago or so, 
and, therefore, if we are not able to sell all tbc cattle we can raise in 
Great Britain there is a re!ldy market in the United States. • i;. • 

It is not a great effort of imagination to suppose that the .Americans 
were far more concerned n.bont obtninin:; reciprocity in manufactured 
products than in natural i;iroducts, but onr negotiators would not con
sent to any reciprocity m manufactured products, but insisted on 
limitin~ the agreement simply to such manufn.cture<l products as agri
cultural implements. 

To my mind this indicntes beyond any question that however 
the treaty may be rcgar<led. on this si<lc of the line, on the 
Canadian side of the line it is regarded as relating only to 
natural products and as making no concession whute•er to our 
manufacturing interests. To wha.t extent a. free exchuuge of 
natural products is reciprocal in its aclrnntn.ges to the United 
States can be gathered froru the tables suln:nitte<l in connection 
with the message of the President of the United States, Janu
ary 21, 1911, in transmitting the treaty to Congress, from which 
I take the figures which follow : 

During the fiscal year lDlO the: .American roriff upon wheat 
was 25 cents n busheL Canada's tariff upon whent wns 12Q 
cents a bushel. In spite of the fact that our tariff as against 
the Canadian wheat was twice thn.t of the Canadian duty 
upon American wheat, Canada imported from us only 55,139 
bushels in 1!)10, while we imported· from Canacla 2,317,lDl 
bushels, which does not take .into consiclerntion the 12,000,000 
bushels which were brought into the United States and turned 
into flour and then shipped back into Canada under the draw
back and bond provision of the Payne-Alu.rich law, without 
the payment of any duty, and which, of course, under this 
treaty would come into competition with the wheat produced 
in this country. 

The tarill upon butter in the United States was G cents per 
pound. 'rhe Canadian tariff was 4 cents per pound. Notwith
standing the fact that the Canadian ta.rill was 2 cents less than 
ours, we cxporte<l to Canada but Gl,081 pounds, while Canada 
e:xportecl to the United States, paying a tariff of 6 cents per 
pound, 080,036 pounds. 

Our tariff on cheese wns G cents per pound. Canada's tariff 
was 3 cents per pound. We exported to Canada 215,681 pounds. 
C:::mada exported to us 163,355 pounds. This, however, tells 
but a small portion of the story. In the same year Canada ex
ported to Great Britain 164,090,903 pounds of cheese and 
5,353,770 pounds of butter. What will be the result when this 
l.mtter and cheese is diverted to the nearer market of the United 
States, as it will be when these articles are placed on the free 
list? 

Taking the figures submitted by the Presiclent in connection 
with his message transmitting tlie treaty to Congress, the arti
cles which arc now dutiable but which will be free wnen ex
ported into Canacla from the United States uncler Schedule A 
runount to $21,957,605, while the articles now dutiable and 
which it is proposed to make free under the agreement coming 
fTom Canada amount to $39,811,660, n balance of trade in Can
ada's favor of $17,653,955. 1rhis, of course, is applying the terms 
of the treaty to the tra<le between the two countries as if it 
had been in force during the year 1910. When you add to · this 
balance of trade the tremendous amount of natural products of 
Canada's 800,000,000 acres of farm land which will seek the 
nearer American market under free trade, it becomes at once . 

apparent that the balance of trade in Canada's favor under 
the free-trade provisions of Schedule A must reach tremendous 
proportions and will constantly increase. 

Having disposed of the advantage which will inure to Canada. 
by the adoption of this agreement, it becomes necessary to de
termine what reciprocal advantage, if any, will inure to the 
benefit of the United States. 

The determination of this question involves an inquiry into 
the effect of the treaty upon our manufacturers, our consumers, 
and our farmers. It will be remembered from what I have said 
heretofore that Canada's position in the past has be<.'n to cle
cline to consider any proposition looking to the admission into 
Canada of our manufactured products. I think I shall be able 
to show that she has adhered stl'ictly to that policy in the 
pending agreement. 

Immediately upon the abrogation of the treaty of 1854, and 
beginning with 1866, our exports to Canada greatly increased. 
In that year our exports a.mounted to $28,704.,000; in 1903 tllcy 
ha.d increased to $137,600,000; in 1910 they reached the euor
mous total of $239,000,000. Of the latter amount, nearly "$100,
COO,OOO consiste<l of manufactured products. Our exports to 
Canada. are 56 per cent of her torol imports from all counh·ies. 
Our balance of trade against Canada in 1010 amounted to 
$141,000,000, proving conclusively, to my mind, that Canada is 
now buying in our market nearly 60 per cent of all that she 
boys from all foreign countries, including Great Briroin, and 
tllat she prefers to buy of us. There is no reason to assume 
that she will buy more uncler the proposed arrangement; but 
if this treaty had been in force at the beginning of the ti.seal 
year 1010, out of the $133,000,000 worth of goods subject to 
duty which we shipped into Canada in 1910 only $25,000,000 
worth would ha:rn received the benefit of reduced duties pro
vided in the law, ancl these would have received the benefits of 
an average reduction of duty of only 17 per · cent. While our 
manufacturers of carpets, clothing, collars nnd cuffs, cotton 
print, sheets, telephone and telegraph instruments and fi..'ttures, 
fi rearms, furniture, window glass. glo-rns. knit goods, leather 
goods, leather beltings, sewing machines, boots and shoes, silk 
goods, typewriters, ribbons, veh·ets. woolen blankets, flannels, 
cloths used in the production of men's clothing, granite, marble, 
slag, mill machinery, scales, organs, pianos, harness. harness 
hardware, and a hundred and one of our great lines of produc
tion in the United States would still have been obliged, nnd will 
still be obliged, should this treaty become opcratil·e, to pay the
duties which they have heretofore had to pay when these goods 
were exported to Canada. They not only get no reduction of 
duty upon their products, but must compete with the products 
of Great Britain imported into Canada under n preferential 
tariff of 33~ per cent. How much the markets of Canada will 
be opened by this agreement to the manufacturecl products of 
the United. States may be imagined when we stop to consider 
that upon the few articles mentioned in the so-called reciprocal 
dutiable list in the agreement the average reduction of duty 
made by Cnllilcla on products of American manufactqre is 17 
per cent, while the average reduction made by the United 
States upon the manufactures of Canada is 3D per cent. 

How small a concession bas been made to the manufacturers 
of the United States may be gleaned from the fact tbat wllilc the 
total trade between the two countries amounted to $326,963,231 
in 1910, the amount of thn.t trade which would have been 
affected by the reduction in this bill amountR to $33,3Dl,D52, or 
in fact slightly in exce~s of 10 per cent of the total trade be
tween the two countries. This so-called concession, it seems to 
me, hardly justifies us in subjecting our farmers to the compe
tition not Oi.lly to the constantly increasing production of 
Canada's 800,000,000 acres, but as well to the competition of 
the $100,000,000 in rnlue of the surplus farm · products of 
Canada which now seek the markets of England, but which 
under free trade with the United States must inevitably turn 
to the free-trade market in this country. 
- We come now to the consideration of the c!Icct of the treaty 
upon the consumer of this country. President Taft in his 
message disposes of that feature of the case in thQ following 
language : 

I do not wish to hold out the prospect that the unrestricted inter
ch;mgc of food products will greatly and at once reduce their cost to 
the people of this country. 

Mr. Taft might have gone fur.ther than that He would 
have stated the truth had he said that with the exception .of 
one or two articles, such as butter and eggs, which are consumed 
in their natural state, thern is not the slightest ground to be 
found in the treaty for the belief that the consumer would get 
.any benefit whatever from its p.ro\isions. He might ha·rn said 
that as far as the consumer is concernecl it perpetuates all of 
the inequri.lities arid injustices of the Pnyne-.Alclricll bill 
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While the agreement does remove the duty on wheat it re
tain a duty upon flour. While it remoyes the duty upon cattle, 
hogs, and sheep it still retains a duty of 1! cents per pound upon 
fresh and salted meats, bacon, and ham, and it may be confi
dently asserted that while the duties upon these manufactured 
food products have been slightly reduced, taking into consider
ation the fact tllat the raw products out of which they arc 
manufactured are upon the free list, the duties imposed by this 
bill are actually higher, from the standpoint of the consumer, · 
than were the duties of tlle Payne-Aldrich tariff bill, and pro
vide a greater rate of protection to the manufacturers. 

It must be remembered that duties upon manufactured prod
ucts are of two kinds-a compensatory duty which is intended 
to compensate the manufacturer for the duty which he is 
obliged to pay for the raw products contained in the manu
facture when they are imported from a foreign country and 
a protective duty upon the manufactured articles themselves. 
The latter is called the differential duty. 

Under the Payne-Aldrich law the duty upon wheat was 25 
cents per bushel. It takes 4! bushels of wheat to make 1 barrel 
of flour. So that in order to compensate the miller for the 
dnty upon the wheat in the flour it is necessary to impose a 
tariff upon the barrel of flour of four and one-half times 25 
cents, or $1.12. So far the miller has had no protection what
ever to cover the difference, if any, of the cost of making the 
flour. The actual tariff imposed by the Payne bill upon the 
barrel of flour was 25 per cent ad valorem. The average price 
of the flour imported from Canada to the United States in 1910 
was $5 per barrel, making a specific tariff upon a barrel of 
flour of $1.25. Taking from this $1.2G of actual duty imposed 
the $1.12 which represents the compensatory duty on the wheat 
in the flour leaves an actual protection to the miller of 13 cents 
per barrel. 

Now, then, under the proposed reciprocity agreement wheat is 
on the free list, so that it is unnecessary to compensate the 
miller for any duty upon wheat, and it becomes at once appar
ent that the 50 cents per barrel imposed upon flour by the 
agreement is a purely protective duty and is nearly four times 
as great as the protection afforded the miller under the Payne 
law. .Indeed, the tariff of 50 cents a barrel is more than twice 
the total cost of manufacturing a barrel of flour in this 
country. 

This situation is not confined to flour. The same demon
stration could be made in the case of meats, bacon, and ham, 
and all other manufactured products considered in the agree
ment, which are manufactured in whole or in part from the 
products of agriculture. It is a fitting monument to the sagacity 
of the Canadian commissioners that in this agreement they have 
so arranged the duties that they (Canadians) can ship the cat
tle, hogs, and sheep raised upon the cheap and fertile lands of 
that empire of the Northwest into the Uriited States without the 
payment of any duty whatever, but that when our packers and 
our millers have manufactured them into beef, hams, bacon, and 
mutton, they can not sell these manufactured products in Can
ada except upon paying a duty of 1i cents a pound, but in 
selling to the American consumer they still get the benefit of the 
duty as against any competition from Canada. 

There is no great amount of comfort for the consumer in the 
placing of the products of agriculture upon the free list, as it 
has been ages since the human race has been accustomed to eat 
the raw product of the farm in its natural state. And it is 
worth notice that the same duty which prevents the American 
miller and the American packer from shipping his product into 
Canada prevents the American consumer from getting one cent 
of reduction in the price of these products. 

I come now to the consideration of the effect of the agreement 
upon the agricultural sections of this country. I do not con
sider it last because I consider it less important than the 
others, for I consider it the most important feature of the entire 
proposition. 

I remember when as a boy I heard the great Republicans of 
State and Nation telling the farmers of the benefits they had 
derived and would derive from the policy of protection upon 
farm products. You have been telling them this for 40 years. 
Now you propose to tell them that they never needed any pro
tection and do not need it now. You expect them to believe 
you, because, forsooth, you have been· lying to them tor 40 
years. Whatever others may do ·in this situation, I do not pro
pose to be a party to the deception. I am convinced that the 
farmer has derlrnd a benefit from protection upon his product 
in the past, and I am unwilling that these products should be 
placed upon the free list now without any reciprocal or com
pensatory advantages whatever. I am opposed to placing the 
farmers' products upon the free list without any investigation 

of the effect of placing them there and without any demonstra
tion of the propriety and ju15tice of doing so. 

I ha-ve always had a great deal of confidence in that sayin~ 
of the great emancipator, so often and so unctiously displayed 
in the Republican campaign textbooks of the past : 

I do not know much about the tariff, but I do know that when we 
buy our goods in foreign countries we get the goods and the fOL'Cigner 
gets the money, but when we buy our goods in this country we keep 
both tlle goods and the money. 

And I apply that doctrine alike to the farmer and the manu
facturer to the country merchant and the jobber. In fact, the 
experience, not only of this country, but of all countries of long
established prosperity-such countries as France and Ger
many-demonstrates beyond the power of any present consid
eration to abrogate it the proposition that protection to be 
effectual must commence with protection to the farmer. 

The last platform of the Republican Party provided: 
The aim and purpose of the Republican policy being not only to pre

serve, without excessive duties, the security against foreign competition 
to which American manufacturers, farmers, and producers are cnti
tled1 but also to maintain the high standard of living of the wage
wors:ers of this country-

demonstrating conclusively that up to 1908 we batl .not aban
doned the theory of protecting the products of the farm. That 
protection to be effectual must so limit. the supply and conse
quently affect the price that the farmer shall be able to main
tain a balance of trade in his favor against the world. In other 
words, it must so regulate the competition of foreign countries 
that the farmer shall be able to sell his product at such a price 
and buy what he uses in his business at such a price that he 
will always have a balance with which he can impro-re his farm, 
educate himself and his family, preserve the fertility of his soil, 
and improve his methods of cultivation. This is tlte basis of 
the prosperity of not only the farmer, but the Nation. You may 
dig deep in the well of memory, you may go back far in the 
pages of the history of the world, and you will find that the 
prosperity of nations has been in a large measure the result of 
the prosperity of the farmer. 

You propose to maintain this prosperity by compelling the 
farmer to sell his product in a free-trade market in competi
tion with one of the greatest agricultural sections in the world 
and to buy his goods in a highly protected market. 

Now, it is claimed by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
CRUMPACKER] that the benefits which the farmer receives from 
protection is an indirect benefit, arising from the larger em
ployment and higher wages of the laborer and the larger pro
duction of the factory under protection, but I do not under
stand the philosophy that concludes that the farmer's direct 
protection should be reduced because he has an indirect pro
tection. 

The very process which removes the direct protection de
creases the indirect benefit by decreasing the purchasing power 
of the farmers, and consequently reducing the production and 
wages of the employees of the factory. 

It might be pertineut to inquire in this connection where 
it is that the prosperity expert gets his facts. Docs he go to 
the factory and inquire what men are employed, aud at what 
wages? No. He goes out to the farm and learns that tlle 
crops are well put in, that the weather conditions are good, 
that there is no prospect of drought, that the chinch bugs ha rn 
not devastated the crop, and he comes back and makes the 
report, and the factory owner increases his product, raises the 
wages of his men 5 per cent, and auds 20 per cent to the price 
of his goods, because he knows that this yenr the farmer will 
have the money to buy a new pair of felt boots, a new over
coat, build a new hog house, and buy his wife a new spring 
bonnet. 

He goes out again next year and be finds that in one section 
there has been too much rain and thnt tlle black rust has at
tacked the crops, that the grassllom)er bas devastated tl.le 
fields, -and the prospects are for n lean rear in agriculture. He 
comes back and mali::es his report. The factory owner cur
tails his production, shortens the hours of bis men, becf\qse he 
knows that this year the farmer will bu-re no · felt boots, will 
use his last year's overcoat, that he will runke last year's hog 
house do still another year, and that the farmer's wife will 
wear last year's styles. 

Canada is preeminently a country of protection. 
Under that policy 184 factories with a combined American 

capital of $233,000,000 have be~n established. The logic of the 
situation does not lead me to conclude tllat she is now relin
quishing any part of the policy which bas enabled her to bring 
about a situation which must be so gratifying to her. She is 
not relinquishing under this agreement one iota of protection 
which she has afforded to her manufacturers in the past. W<r 
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~ust not , forget that the protection afforded by this agree
meut is ample to protect her industries. 

Canada to-day is adopting the identical policy which we adopted 
60 years ago, and which we now propose to abandon; a policy 
under which we attracted to our new and fertile lands the farm
ers and tradesmen of England, France, Germany, Norway, and 
Sweden; a policy under which we built up our agriculture and 
at tlle same time provided the industries which should make a 
home market for the farmers' products. During the same period 
we sold our surplus food products in the markets of free-trade 
England. To-day under that free-trade policy agricultural land 
within 10 miles of the world's market, London, is selling for 
$125 per acre. 

Under this agreement Canada is providing herself with a 
free-trade market in the United States for her surplus farm 
products. At tlle same time she is protecting tlle home market 
made by her manufacturing industries by an amply high tariff 
agaillst the competition of the United States. 

She will attract to her new and fertile lands the farmers and 
tradesmen of the States and provide for them both a home 
market in Canada and a free market in the United States under 
this agreement. For 30 years, from 1860 to 1890, the agricul
ture of New England stood still. She was feeling the competi
tion of the cheaper lands in the Mississippi Valley. Under this 
agreement the agriculture of the United States will stand still. 

I want briefly now to consider the effect of Canadian com11eti
tion in farm products upon the price to the farmer. 

It is claimed that the incoming tide of foreign farm products 
will not affect the prices to the farmer by reason of the fact tlla t 
in foodstuffs and farm products we are an exporting Nation. It 
requires no figures to demonstrate the fallacy of that conclusion 
to any man who is familiar with the facts. However, there is 
abull(lant evidence, including the report of the Tari1I Boanl re
cently submitted in response to a resolution of the Senate 
( S. Doc. No. 84D), that the price of land in Canada is much 
lower than the price of land in agricultural sections of this 
country; that the price of farm labor is from 17 to 25 per cent 
lower in Canada than in the United States; and, taking wheat 
as an exnmple, that the price of wheat in ·winnipeg, as com
pared with Minneapolis, both of which have the same freight 
rate to Liverpool, is from 11 to 15 cents lower in Winnipeg than 
in Minneapolis. .A. proportional difference in the prices of farm 
products to the producer in Canada and the United States is 
found practically in all farm products. 

It seems to me i.nevitablP. that under these conditions, includ
ing tlle difference in the price of land, of labor, and of greater 
production-the average production of spring wheat in this 
country being 11.7 bushels and in Canada rn.33 bushels nnd 
winter wheat in this country 15.8 bushels and in Canada' 23.4D 
busllels (report of Tariff Board, p. 04)-these prices must neces
sarily seek a common level. But assuming tbat the price of 
wheat in this country should be decreased only 1 cent a bushel 
the loss of purcllasing power of the American farmer will aggre
gate nearly $7,000,000 annually, and if the price in Canada 
sllould be increased 1 cent a bushel, which is by no means 
neces1mrily true, there would be an increase in the purchasing 
power of the Canadian of a little over a million and a half dol
lars. This situntion will be found all through the entire scheuule 
of agricultural products, and it sllould illustmte the absurdity 
of trn.ding the purchasing power of no,000,000 people for the 
purcllasing power of D,000,000 people. 

l\1en will tell you that the cornpetjtion of Canada will not 
affect the price. I shall not recite any figures of exports to set 
aside this conclusion, though a careful examination of our 
exports in farm products leads me to the contrary conclusion, 
for the experience of every man will tell him that if he has all 
of a product that will be consumed within the limits of his own 
market and considerably more, for that matter, which can be 
exported to other markets, and some competitor should flood his 
market with a large quantity of the same product, that the 
inevitable result must be a depression in the price. 

No man can tell, or has attempted to tell, how much Canadian 
produce will break our markets. But the laws which govern 
this proposition are as immutable as the laws of nature. 
Gregory King, the noted political economist and mathematician, 
lays clown the following rule: In a commodity a surplus of one
tenth lowers the price below the common rate three-tenths; 
two-tenths lowers the price below the common rate eight-tenths; 
three-tenths lowers the price below the common rate sixteen
teD,ths; four-tenths lowers the price below the common rate 
twenty-eight tenths; five-tenths lowers the price below the com
mon rate forty-five tenths. It would be difficult to overestimate 
the importance of the application of this principle to our pro
posed opening of our markets to the products of Canada. 

XLVII-32 

Many men on this floor have deplored the tendency of cen
tralization of population in the large cities, the movement from 
the farm to the large city; not one of them but would decrease 
that tendency if it were possible. To my mind there are two 
\Yays by which it can be done. One is by increasing the pros
perity of the farmer, enabling him to surround himself in so far 
as it is possible with the conveniences of the city; the other is 
to make him so poor that he can not move away. The states
manship that advocates this bill seems to prefer the latter 
method. 

In my own district, one of the oldest and most thickly settled 
of the agricultural sections of the great agricultural State of 
Minnesota, the agricultural population in the last 10 years has 
decreased nearly 15 per cent as a result of the exodus which 
has taken place in that time to the cheaper and consequently 
more profitable lands of North and South Dakota and Montana, 
where profits may be secured with less labor and with less capi
tal. This exodus will not be discontinued. On the contrary, it 
will be accelerated, but it will be diverted from the lands of 
the United States to the virgin prairie of Manitoba and Sas
katchewan, and, to my mind, the greatest asset which Canada will 
secure by this agreement will be the American farmer. My 
State is spending thousands of dollars annually to repopulate 
her abandoned farms-thousands of dollars to make fertile her 
farms-for she realizes that every farmer that settles upon one 
of her farms brings an added wealth and added buying capacity 
of $1,000 annually. 

I have been unable to secure definite figures showing to what 
extent immigration from this country to Canada has taken 
place in the past, but I think it may be confidently asserted 
that 400,000 Americans have gone to Canada in the last five 
years. This immigration can not but be accelernted under the 
provisions of this agreement which enable the Canadian farmer 
to raise his product upon the cheap lands of Canada and sell 
it in cornvetition with the product of the American farmer, in 
the American market upon an equal basis. 

In concluding these remarks let me say that from the consid
eration which I have laid down I can not come to any other 
conclusion than that the advantages of this agreement inure 
wholly to the benefit of Canada; that the progress of the in
dush·ies of this country will be -very greatly retarded; that the 
prosperity and independence of our farmers will be decreased ; 
that there is an entire and absolute lack of any reciprocal ad
yantage to any of our people or our industries in the agreement. 

I would be glad, indeed, if we might obtain a wider market 
either for the production of our farms or our factories. I think 
I should be, willing even to concede a part of our market if we 
were offered any share in the Canadian .market. 

But I can come to no other conclusion than that the pros
perity and independence of the American farmer is much too 
high a price to pay for the concessions which Canada offers in 
the pending agreement. 

l\Ir. DALZELL. I yield two minutes to the gentleman from 
North Dakota [l\1r. HELGESEN] . 

Mr. HELGESEN. l\:Ir. Chairman, coming as I do from one of 
the greatest agricultural States in this country, a State that up 
to the present time bas been almost whol)y dependent upon agri
culture for its success and its prosperity, it is but natural that I 
should be highly interested in the speeches that have been made 
on both sides of this great question. I have been particularly 
interested in the speeches that have been made by the gentlemen 
who favor this proposition; and were it not because the conse
quences will be so serious, I should be highly :unused, because 
from those speeches we arc led to believe that the farmers of 
this country are a lot of ignoramuses, who do not know either 
what they want, or what is for their own good, or what makes 
for their own welfare. 

Now, my friends, I want to say to you that the farmers of 
to-day are not what they were 50 years ago. At that time 
there were comparatively few educated farmers, few men who 
read the · daily press, few men who studied the agriculh1ral 
journals that are now spread abroad over this counh·y, and 
then it was easy to fool the farmer; but, my friends, to-day 
you can go out over the broad prairies of the West, and you 
will find a different class of people; men who have been edu
cated in the high schools, academics, and universities of the 
country, and tens of thousands of whom hnve been educated in 
the agricultural colleges that are standing to-day as a perpetual 
monument to • the wisdom and patriotism of the Republican 
Party. You can not fool those men as you did before, and they 
know that this bill that is now before the House will, if it 
passes, give them the worst end of the bargain. I live in a. 
locality that is only 20 miles from the Canadian line, and I do 
not have to go to statistics; I do not have to go to the daily 
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press. I 1.."llow what the farmer is getting on both sides of the 
line for farm products. [.Applause on the Republican side.] 

I know, and -any man who has had any experience in tb.e 
matter knows, that for several years the farmers on this side 
of the line ham been getting an a\erage of from 8 to 12 cents 
per lmshel more for wheat ancl in the neighborhoocl of 30 cents 
per busllel more for barley an<l about 25 cents per bushel more 
for flax than the farmers on the Canadian side. In all thP. 
speeches that ha \e been ·made on the floor of this House no 
man ll:is uttemptc<l to deny this fact, and what has troubled 
them lrns been to fincl a plausible reason for tlle existence of such 
a difference in the price of the products of the farm in primat·y 
markets that are only from 1 to 10 miles apart, outside of the 
duty that is levied on foreign farm products. This does not 
h·ouble the people in our Stnte, for they all know that it is 
caused by the duty, and the duty alone. 

In order to sllow you the r ~]ntive value of the three prin
cipal crops that are raised in both countTies-wheat, barley, 
ancl flax-I have here a table showing the prices paid on tlle 
·rnrious dates mentioned in the table. I will have this table 
inserted in the IlECORD, but I will call your attention now to 
the fact that for the week encling December 31, 1910, wheat 
was sold on this side of the line for from 10 to 11 cents more 
than it was on the other side in towns that were only from 2 to 
10 miles apart. On January 10, 1911, the difference in the price 
was 15 cents in fa"\or of the North Dakota farmer. On January 
9, 10, ancl 11, 1911, the difference in the price of barley in favor 
of our farmers was from 24 to 29 cents. On the same <lutes, 
January 9, 10, and ll, 1911, the difference in the price of flax 
ayeraged fully as much as the amount of the duty-25 cents per 
bushel. As a concrete example, take Portal nnd North Portal, 
which are really one t,own, in which the boundary line between 
North Dakota and Saskatchewan forms one of the principal 
streets. Here you will find that there was the same difference 
in the price of wheat, barley, or flax on the two sides of the 
street that there was in all the other towns mentioned in the 
table. Is there any man on either side of this House who is 
foolish enough to believe that the American miller would pay 
from 10 to 1ti cents per bushel more for wheat, about 30 cents per 
bushel more for barley, and about 25 cents per bushel more for 
flax on the south side of a cert:iin street in Portal than thev 
could buy it for on the other side of the same street if the dutY 
was removed? This idea is so absurd that it needs no argu
ment before an audience as intelligent as this. 

WHEA.T. 

Prices paid for ic;eek ending Dec. 31, 1!J10. 
UNITED STA'.l'ES. CANADA. 

Cents. 
Pembina ---------------- 80-91 Emcrson-----------------
Neche ------------------ - 01 Gretna ------------------
Hannah ---------------- 90 Snowfiake----------------Walhalla ________________ 80-!H Haskett -----------------
Sarles__________________ 80~ Crystal City--------------
Hansboro --------------- DO Cartwi1i;hL _____________ _ 
St. John---------------- 90 Boissevain ---------------Antler_________________ 91 Lyleton _________________ _ 
Portal__________________ BG No1·th Portal -------------
Kermit ----------------- 88 Estevan -----------------
Souris__________________ 93 "Wnskada ----------------

Prices pairl Jan. 10, 1911. 

UNITED STATES. CANA.DA. 

Cents. 
70-81 

81 
77 

78-70 
7G 

11-rn 
80 
78 
75 
74 
77 

Cents. Cents. 
Pembina------------------- 07 Emerson___________________ 82 
Neche _____________________ DG Gretna-------------------- 81 
Walhalla ------------------ 97 Haskett ------------------- 82 

IlAilLEY. 
Prices paid Jan. 9, 10, ana 11, 1911. 

UNITED STATES. 
Cents. 

Pembina______________ _ ___ G7 
Neche ________________ 08 06 07 
Hannah--------------- __ 64 
Sarles --------------- 64 G4 G-1 
Hansboro ------------- 67 05 G6 
St. John-------------- G8 66 07 
PortaL--------------- G3 G3 G3 

CANdDA. 
Cents. 

Emerson ------------- ____ 42 
Gretna.--------------- 37 38 38 
Crystal City ---------- 38 38 38 
Cartwright____________ 30 3G 36 
Iloissevain ------------ 40 40 40 
Ly~ton _______________ 40 40 40 
North Porta.I_ _________ 35 35 35 

Difference, 24 to 20 ~nts. 
FLAX. 

Prices paid Jan. 9, 10, ana 11, 1911. 
UNITED STATES. CANADA. 

Pembina_____ $2. 32 ----- ----- Emerson _____ $1. 93 $1. 93 $1. 93 
Neche--~--- 2. 32 $2. 26 $2. 2G Gretna ------ 2. OG 2. 06 2. OG 
Walhnlln._____ 2. 35 2. 25 2. 32 Haskett _____ 2. 03 2. 03 2. 08 
Hannah ----- 2. 42 2. 42 2. 42 Crystal City _ 2 . 10 2. 10 2. 07 
Sarles------- 2. 34 2. 31 2. 31 Cartwright___ 2. 00 2. 00 2 . 00 
Hansboro---- 2. 31 2. 24 2 . 31 Boissevain --- 2. 14 2. 12 2. 17 
PortaL______ 2. 33 2. 33 2. 33 North Portal - 1. 89 1. 80 1. 80 

The burden of all the eloquent sueeches that have b.een made 
in favor of this measure has been to prove that if this bill be
comes a law it will chea11en the products of the farm to the con-

sumer, but will not reduce the price to the farmer. I am aston
ished that men ns intelligent as those who arc occupying scats 
on the floor of this House should make such an nbsur<l stnte
ment or think for one moment that this will be believed by 
even the most ignorant farmers in the country. " It will not 
hurt the farmer" is a statement that has been made repeatedly 
the last few days by those who favor this measure. If tl.Jis is 
true, how do you account for the fact that every farruers' 
organization from Maine to California whose members prcduce 
the products that are put upon the free list by this so-called 
pa.ct are bitterly opposed to the measure and are camC'stly 
pleading for its defeat? You say there is no reason why tllere 
should be a. duty on farm products between countries whoso 
people a.re operating on an equal basis in every respect. I deny 
that they are operating on an equal basis. A great clenl has 
already been said about the cheaper Canaclian lands and the 
smaller in-vestment per a.ere that this necessitn tes over tllere 
and about the virgin soil and the greater yield t hat it proc.luces, 
und I will not now burc.len you with a repetition of these argu
ments, but there is another matter to which your attentiol} has 
not yet been called that I wish to refer to for 11 moment. Can
ada. has three kinds of tariff rates-general tnri fi', intermecllate 
tariff, and British preferential tariff. As the gren ter part of the 
manufactured good imported into Canada comes from Great Brit
ain, and as the goods imported from other countries must tic- as 
low in price as those coming from Grent Britain, else they would 
not be purchased, it is only fair to ta.kc the rates of duty on 
British goods as the standard of comparison with our tnriff 
rates. I will therefore insert in the RECORD a table showing 
the duties paid by the Canadian farmers on tlle things that he 
uses in his e-veryday life and the duties paid by the American 
farmer on the same articles : 

Earthenware ...•.......................... 
Tin pln.te ..... ·-···-···-··················· 
Tinware .. ·····-····-······················ 
Wire: · 

Somo kinds ........................ .. . 
None over .......•.... ···-· ........... . 

H o.ts ........•.. ·-························· 
Sugar ..........................•......... -
Co.rp::its ....... ························-··· 
Oilcloth .. -· .............................. . 
Furniture ... _ ............................ . 
Cotton cloth .............................. -
Soap .... ······························-··· 
Gloves :md mitts ......................... . 
Hose ..................................... . 

Dress goods .... _ ......................... . 
Automobile farm trucks .................. _ 
Pio.nos -····· -····························-
Cclluloid goods: 

Somekinds .•••................ ....... 
None over ............................ . 

Cement ......•............................ 
Underclothing ........................... . 
Salt ...................................... . 

Axes ....••.....••....•..............•..... 
Shovels .................................. . 
Scythes ...•.........•..................... 
Stoves .....•••.••..•..•.•... ····-···· .•... 
Chains, iron .............................. . 
Knh·cs and forks ......................... . 

~;;1~::.:chiiics:: ::: : ::: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 
Oranges ............•••.•.••............. -. 

Canadian tariff. United States 
tarifi. 

15 per cent ....... _ GO per cent. 
Free.............. 45 per cent. 
15 per cent.... ... . 45 per cent. 

Free ............. -
10 per cent ....... _ 

20 per cent ....... . 
35 per cent ....... _ 17' per cent ...... _ 
25 per cent ..... _ .. 
20 per cent ....... . 
25 per cent .... ... . 
65 con ts per 100 

pounds. 
22~ per cent. ..... . 
25 per cent ..... ... . 

15 per cent ....... _ 
22 per cent ....... _ 
20 per cent .... .. . . 

Free·-······ ····· · 
5 per cent. ... .... . 
5 per cent •.•...... 
22~ per cent .•..... 
Free ............. . 

15per cent ••...... 
20 per cent .•...... 
15 per cent ....... . 
15 per cent ....... _ 
5 per cent ........ . 
20 per cent ....... . 
22! per cent .- · ... _ 
20 per cent .•...... 
Free ........•... ·-

75 cents per .100 
pounds. 

55 per cent. 
80 percent. 
60percent. 
45 per cent. 
35 percent. 
50 to 60 per cent. 
50percent. 

GO per cent. 
70 cents per dozen 

p:llrs, and 15 per 
cent, to S5 per 
dozen pairs and 
55 per cent. 

GO percent. 
45 percent. 
45 per cent. 

!\O per cent. 
10 per cent. 
45 per cent. 
11 cents pc.r 100 

pounds. 
45 per cent. 
45 per cent. 
45 per cent. 
45 per cent. 
45 per cent ::mtl up. 
50 to 65 per c~nt. 
{0 per cent. 
30 per cent. 

Lemons. . • . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Free ..... ........ . 

1 cent per pound 
and 30 per cent 
on the package. 

I~ cents per pound 
and 30 per cent 
on the package. 

Window glass ... ·-···· -··················· 7! per cent ....... . 

Rice ....•.•............................... 

Figs . ........ .•.•..•••..................... 

rutebags ................................. . 
Cotton thread ..•.•........................ 
Glassware ........................•........ 

~~~~ ~~~~~::::::::::: :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 
Lamps .•.......•.••.•..............•..... _ 
Baskets ................. .... ............. . 
Rubber coats .................•...•........ 
Rubber boots and shoes .... ····-······· ... 
Books.················ ·············-······ 
Lead .. ... ........ ........................ . 
Clocks and watches._ ...•......•.••....... 
Bicycles .................................. . 

50 cents per 100 
poancls. 

40 cents per 100 
pounds .. 

15per cent ....... . 
17~ per cent ...... . 
15 per cent ....... . 
20 per cent ....... . 
20percont ....... . 
20 per cont ....... _ 
}'rec_ ............ . 
15 per cent ....... . 
15 por cent ....... . 
15 per cent ....... . 
Free ............. . 
20 per cent •....... 
20 per cent ...... - . 

GO per cent to 75 
per cent. 

S2 per 100 pounds. 

Sl per 100 pounds. 
and 35 per cent. 

45 per cent. 
45 percent. 
GO to 100 per cent. 
GO per cent. 
45 per cent. 
45 to 60 per cont. 
40 to 60 per cent. 
3.'i percent. 
35 per cont. 
25 per cent. 2: con ts per pound. 
40 to 60 per cent. 
45 per cent. 
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This table shows that on articles generally used the Cana

dian farmer pays an average duty of from 20 to 35 per cent 
less than is paid by our farmer. If this measure becomes a 
law, it will place our farmers in a position where they will 
have to sell their products in the open markets of the world, 
Canad.a being our only real competitor, and purchase what they 
neecl from the highly protected industries of the East. I know 
you Democrats will say that you are going to remedy this by 
" re>ising the tariff downward," but you will find yourselves in 
a position where you will be unable to furnish much relief 
along this line. True, there are some important schedules that 
are entirely too high, and these can be revised and adjusted 
down to a fair and proper basis, and I promise you tbat I shall 
vote with you on every proposition of this kind; but you must 
not forget that under our present constitutional provisions you 
will be compelled to raise by duties on imports a vast amount 
of money for the necessary expenses of this Government, and 
that during 11 months of 1910, 48.~ per cent of our imports 
came in under the free list and only 51.3 per cent was dutiable. 
After " revising the tariff downward " to the best of your 
ability, you will find that, in order to raise the amount of 
money that must of necessity be raised by a duty on imports, 
our manufactured products will still be highly protected. And 
I venture the prophecy that you will not be able to bring our 
duties down to anywhere near the Canadian preferential duties 
with which our Canadian neighbors are now favored. The 
Democratic slogan of "a tariff for revenue only" is a mean
ingless and misleading phrase, as every intelligent student ought 
to know. Senator WILLIAMS, of Mississippi, when he was 
Democratic floor leader in this House, in speaking of this 
phrase, said, in substance, that, applied to those things which 
we can produce in our own country, there is no such thing as 
"a tariff for revenue only," as every duty on such articles is 
protecti>e to the extent of the duty, whether it be 1 per cent 
or 100 per cent, and Senator WILLIAMS was absolutely right. 
I am therefore satisfied that you will not be able by tariff re
vision to give the American farmer compensation for one-tenth 
of the amount that you propose to take away from him by plac-
ing his products on the free list. _ 

If, then, the Constitution compels you to give protection to 
our manufacturers, why do you insist on discriminating against 
our farmers by placing their products on the free list? Is it 
because you think they are making their money too fast or too 
easily? If so, I would advise you to read the bulletin just 
published by the Agricultural Department, in which they say 
that after thorough investigation they are satisfied it is no 
longer an easy task to make our American farms pay. Or is it 
because you think that our farmers are getting more than their 
just share of the amounts paid by the ultimate consumer? If so, 
let me read to you the opinion expressed by Secretary of Agri
culture, the Hon. James Wilson, before the administration lash 
induced him to support this measure. In the Annual Report of 
the Secretary of Agriculture for 1910, pages 19-26, you will :find 
that after a careful investigation of the increase of prices of 
farm products in their transfer to the consumer Secretary Wil
son shows that the difference between the price paid the farmer 
and the cost to the consumer is in many cases from 40 to 50 
per cent. For instance, it was found that poultry growers re
ceived only 55.1 per cent of the price paid by the consumer· 
thnt the dairyman receives but a scant 50 per cent of the pric~ 
paid for milk; the apple grower, 55.6 per cent; that beef cost 
the consumer 38 per cent more than the price paid the great 
slaughtering houses; and other farm produce from 41 to 50 
per cent over the original cost. The conclusion of this section 
of Secretary Wilson's report is: 

From the details that have been presented with regard to the in· 
crease of the prices of farm products between farmer and consumer 
the conclusion is inevitable that the consumer has no well-grounded 
complaint against the farmer for the prices that he pays. 

After consideration of the elements of the matter, it is plain that the 
farmer is not getting an exorbitant price for his products and that 
the cost of distribution from the time of delivery at destination by the 
railroad to delivery to the consumer is the feature of the problem of 
high prices which must present itself to the consumer for treatment. 

No; it is not the tariff on farm products that is responsible 
for the high cost of food, but the excessive freight charges of 
the railways and the exorbitant profits of the commission houses 
and wholesale dealers through whose hands farm products must 
pass to reach the consumer. 

To show you that Secretary Wilson was right when he ex
pressed what I have just quoted, I will insert another table in 
the RECORD showing the advance in prices on some of the 
farmer's necessities, and these are only examples showing the 
general advance in everything the farmers have to buy. 

The following statement was prepared by the Department of 
Labor in Washin~ton. The average wholesale price in New 

York and in other primary markets of each article for the 
years 1890 to 1890, inclusive, is taken as the base price, and is 
represented by 100. The relative price is the average whole
sa.le price for each year from 1808 to lDOO, inclusive, compared 
with the base price. The relative price in March, 1910, is added·: 

Clothing, VG to 12G ; cotton prints, 72 to 145 ; boots and shoes, 06 to 
128 _; cotton sheetings, 80 to 1:34 ; cotton shirtings, 88 to 12G ; cotton 
tickrngs, 84 to 132; wool blankets, 107 to 131; wool flannels, V7 to 124; 
wool dress goods, 88 to 140 ; cotton flannels, 81 to 128 ; cotton hosierv 
83 to. V3 ; miscellaneous, !l2 to 132 ; fuel and lighting, V5 to 1BO ; metals 
and imple~en~s, 80 to 128; lumber and building material, 05 to 151; 
house furn1sbrng goods, V2 to 100; crude petroleum, 100 to 153; re
fined petroleum, VD to 1~7 ; wool carpets. 100 to 117 ; wool horse 
blankets, 00 to l,3G ; cotton thread, 98 to 12G ; cotton yarns, 00 to 131 ; 
cotton ginghams, 88 to 124; cotton 2-1.Jusllel bags, o:; to 143. 

It, after you ha:ve . consiclercu all this, you still insist upon 
handicapping our agricultural industry, the one industry upon 
which the success and prosperity of the whole country depends, 
it must be because reason and logic, justicft aud fairness do not 
appeal to you, or because the political game you are now playing 
for high stakes is tempting you beyond your power to resist. 

The gentlemen on the other sicle of this House have tried to 
justify u revolution in our economic and industrial world by 
claiming that this measure, if enacted into law, will help the 
poor by reducing the cost of living. Now, let us see what there 
is in this. While the farmer loses millions of dollars eYery 
year on barley, no one has attempted to claim that the brewers 
will sell a glass of beer for less than tlie regulation price of 5 
cents per glass. The farmer is to be subjected to a loss of mil
lions of dollars per year on flax, and no one has tried to show 
how this will in any way benefit the poor. The whole argu
ment here has been made ou wheat, while, as a matter of fact, 
wheat is by no means an overshadowing factor in the opposition 
to this agreement. But suppose that American wheat should 
drop to the Canadian level, or about 10 cents per bushel, and 
the ultimate consumer would get the whole benefit, what would 
it amount to? Our statistics show that, as a people, we con
sume from 5 tQ 6 bushels per ca11ita. Now, if the consumer 
could buy this at a reduction of 10 cents per bushel he would 
save from uO to GO cents per year, or a.bout 1 cent per week. 
For this infinitesimal amount per capita-which the consumer 
would not get, because this agreement amply protects the millers 
so they will not neecl to pass it on to the consumer-the farmer 
is to be subjected to competition with the world, although he 
always has and probably always will have to pay tribute to the 
consumers of his products whenever he bas to buy anything 
that.is produced by them. As long as the American people pay 
each year four times as much for liquor as they do for bread 
and four times as much for tobacco as they do for potatoes: 
there is little need of re>olutionizing our political and industrial 
systems and unsettling farm >alnes and farm profits in order to 
save 1 cent per week on our bread. 

If this measure must become u law, I would like to so amend 
this agreement that all importations from Canada would be ad
mitted free of duty. But the gentlemen on the other side of the 
House declare they will not permit the dotting of an " i " or the 
crossing of a "t" for fear Canada might not accept it if we did. 
Who, let me ask, is legislating for the United States? Is it this 
House and the Senate at the other end of the Capitol or is it 
the Canadian Parliament? If Canada. will not accept as a free 
gift the greatest market in the world, she does not have to take 
it, for we can get along without her better than she can without 
us. But that is not the reason for refusing to permit amend
ments. 

The real reason is that your Democratic political machine, 
working }n harmony with the interests affected by the admis
sion of manufactured products free of duty-and both have 
sel:flsh reasons for supporting this measure-are too powerful 
for the farmers and their friends to overcome. 

I know you are trying to CO>er your tracks by saying you 
are going to provide for this free list in a separate bill, but the 
gentleman from New York "let the cat out of the bag" when 
he said you felt sure your free list would not become a law. 
If you were sincere you would attach your free list to this 
agreement as it would then stand ten times the chance of 
becoming a law that it does as a separate bill. 

With the gentlemen on the other side of this House I have no 
fault to find as they are true to their traditions and consistent 
in their position, for they have never been friendly to the 
farmers, but have always looked to the congested cities for 
their political strength. A striking example of this is New 
York, where the Democrats nearly always carry the city of 
New York by about 100,000 majority, and the farmers of the 
State just as often roll up a Republican majority large enough 
to more than offset the city vote. The distinguished gentleman 
from New York, the Hon. FRANCIS BUBTON HARRISON, in a 



500 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. APRIL 20, 

speech ou this snrne subject delh-cred on the 13th of February 
last, indicated so plainly where the sympathies of the Demo
cratic Party lie that I shall quote him. He said: 

The recent election, bringing about the first overthrow the Ilepub
licans ha:rn sustained in many years, was freighted with one great 
clemancl-the demand by the people of our congested cities to take the 
taxes off from food and clothing. In response to that mandate we 
arc now taking the first step. From the east side of New York City 
a million voices are raised in appeal to you that you should make this 
b111 a law. From e\·ery city of the East they cry out to you for relief. 

lf this is not endence enough of the unfriendliness of the 
Democratic Party for the farmers of the .rrorthwest, we haYe 
but to remember the fact that the Democratic majority, repre
sented by its floor leader, has absolutely refused to grant the 
farmers a hearing before tile final vote is ta.ken. In order to be 
beard in their own cause, the farmers will lrn.ve to go to the 
Republican Senate, whore they will be-recognized. 

Gentlemen, it is a plain case of the cities against the farmers, 
and with the cities a.re leagued nearly every trust a.nd monopoly 
in the country, together with the great financiers that control 
tilem. It is a great combination, ancl it now looks as if it will 
be a winning one, in this end of the Capitol, at least. 

To you, my Republican colleagues who am supporting this 
measure, I want to sound n note of warning. The Republican 
platform of 1008 declared for duties equal to the difference in 
the cost of production at home .and abroad and a reasonable 
profit to the manufacturer. Are you now by your votes going 
to so interpret this p1atform that the farmer who inYests his 
all in the ·farm upon which he li"\'es and where he n.nd his family 
work, not S hours but 16 hours a day, is not to be included in 
the proTision for guaranteed pro.fits that you give to the ma.nu
fucturer? If so, the IlepulJlican Party will ne"\'er reco-ver from 
your actions. Applied to tile things we can produce in abun
dance at home, this country can not exist half protection and half 
free trade; it must be wholly one or the other, and upon your 
votes on this measure will depend largely what it is to be in 
the future. You may entertain the fond hope tl}ftt the farmers, 
after you ha.Ye done your utmost to assassinate their industry, 
will continue to vote for protection for the factories, shops, and 
mills you represent; but if so, let me disabuse your minds of any 
such foolish notions. For 50 years it .has been the farmer -vote 
that has maintained the principle of protection to American 
indm;tries, and he has always been promised that Ile would get 
the direct benefits that the manufacturers have always hn<l 
when the consumption of his products would equal the supply. 
Now, after all these years of loyal support, are you going to 
break faith with him? If so, can you giye me a single reason 
why the farmers should continue to T"Ote for protection on any
thlng they have to buy? 

President Taft has persistently urged the creation of a per
manent nonpartisan ta.riff commission, taking the position thut 
no intelligent action can be taken on any subject inYolving the 
tariff without a thorough scientific investigatlon of the subject 
by a competent commission. In response to his demand, Con
gress gaye him a Tariff Board composed of five men, who are 
perhaps us competent and impartial as any men in this cou.ntry. 
When President Taft went to work on this Canacllan tariff 
agreement, did he first haye the Tariff Board investigate tho 
subject for him and advise him as to the probable effect it woulcl 
haT"e on tho farmers of this cou.ntry? No! Ile .first initiated a 
tariff agreement that will not only ha.ve a tremendous effect on 
our. agricultural industries, but will entirely revolutionize our 
tariff laws and in all probability entirely wlpc out protection 
as a principle. He then put tlle Tariff Boa.rd to work on the 
matter, and when tl:ley reported and he discovered their findings 
were against his reciprocity theories be ignored their report. 

Are you, my Republican colleagues, going to put your stamp 
of approml upon such a measure as this? In order to clo so, 
do not forget that you will ha.T"e to absolutely ignore the find
ings of tile Tariff Board, whose complete report on this subject 
has finally been published and whose :findings are absolutely 
.against the passage of this measure. The Democrats haye 
loudly proclaimed that this is a Democratic mc::i.sure, and, 
smarting tmder this claim, the gentleman from Connecticut and 
the gentleman from Massachusetts and others ha.ve tried to 
show that it is not contrary to Republican doctrine. I think 
you will concede that ex-Speaker Thomas B. Reed was one of 
the greatest exponents of protection that ever lived in this 
country and that his definition of Ilepublicun protection prin
ciples would be accepted by eT"cry Republican protectionist. I 
therefore want to quote a few lines from an article he wrote 
shortly before he died, in 1002. He said: 

Protection rests upon principle or it docs not. If it does not. then 
it is a mere bestowal of bounty and is no part of the business of gov
ernntt!nt. If 1t rests upon principle, then that principle must be that 
the American markets belong to the Americans. You can not maintain 
your system and sacri.tl.cc anything to which it is applicable. • • • 

If we propose to abandon any industries, we had better not let it be the 
agricultural industries. Between the Atlantic and Pacific stretch vast 
regions still untillcd. The next victory Qf proteetion should be there. 

Our system of protc.ction is not for tllc m:rnufaeturers alone. It is 
for farmern also. 'Vhoevcr deprives our farmers of all the American 
market they can occupy is false to t.bcir principles and must meet with 
defeat, or the system must be sun-endercd which proclaims that Ameri
can markets arc, first of nll, for .American citizens who arc engaged in 
developing the country we already have. 

Blaine was the author of reciprocity, and lie crystallized it 
in a letter he wrote to President Harrison in 18Dl, in which ho 
sai<l: 

It is of the hlghest possible importance tbat there be no treaty of 
reciprocity with Canada. They aim at natural products, to get all the 
products of the farm on us in exchange for heaven knows what. I 
would cut the whole thing up by the roots. It would be considered n 
betrayal of the agricultural interests. The fact is, we do not want 
any intercourse with Canada. except through the medium of a tariff. 
We are tending to have the great majority of the farmers with us. 
Let us encourage them by every means we can use and not discour"-gc 
them by anythiny"'· We will break that alliance before six montlls if we 
maintain this po icy. 

The present proposed" betrayal of the farmers" was foreseen 
by Blaine. He pleaded 20 yea.rs ngo that we should encourage, 
not discourage, the farmers. 

McKinley learned his lessons in reciprocity from Blaine. He 
also believed in protecting the farmers. There is not a line to 
bo found in his writings that shows to the contrary. His idea.s 
of reciprocity were placed in the Republicfill national platform 
of moo, on which he made a campaign. In that platform reci
procity reads as follows : 

We favor the assodated policy of reciprocity, so dl.rcded as to open 
-0ur ma.rkets on favorable terms for what we do not ourselves produce 
in return for free foreign markets. 

In his la.st inaugural McKinley referred to this matter, using 
the language of the platform on which he was elected. This 
is what he said : 

The end 1n view must always be the opening up of new markets for 
the products of our country by granting concessions to the products ot 
other lands that we need and can not produce ourselves and w.hich do 
not involve any loss of labor to our own people, but tend to increase 
their employment. 

In his Buffalo speech McKinley said; 
Ily sensible trade agreements which wm not interrupt home produc

tion we shall extend the outlet of our increasing surplus. 
And again, in this same speech: 
We should take from our <:ustomers such of their products as we can 

use without harm to our industries and labor. 
The language and the meaning of tho three great advocates of 

reciprocity in the past is clear and plain. What now passes 
for reciprocity is not reciprocity. It is not fair exchange. It 
is simply a sacrificing of our agricultural interests to gain 
benefits for other interests. 

If this is a correct interpretation of the Republican doctrine 
of protection-and who ~ill dare to say it is not-how can any 
man claim to be a Republioan who works ancl votes for this 
measure which violates the principles of protection thus inter
preted both in letter and in spirit? I um not pleading for any 
specific amount of protection on farm products, but I do claim 
that the great agricultural industry affected by this measure, 
the greatest and most important industry we have, is entitled 
to the same consideration and the same benefits under protec
t1on that are extended to our manufactured products. No one ' 
has denied that the farmers operate our m-0st important indus
try, and they produce almost wholly raw material, in which the 
profit is comparatively small. 

I agree with John R. 1\fauff, of the Wisconsin Equity News, 
who, in speaking of the farmers, says they are the producers of 
a •ery large percentage of all the so-called raw material. From 
these raw materials are de-veloped all of the foodstuffs, includ
ing bread, the dairy products, the poultry products, sugars, 
.-egetnbles, and fruits, all of the grains used in the manufacture 
of malt and distilled liquors. From these rnw materials are 
also developed the fabrics which the common people use as rai
ment and for the various household needs, such as cotton, 
woolen, and linen goods. 

These are the people who have cleared the forests, built the 
llighways, erected the schoolhouses, and built the farm resi
dences and splendid bp.rns that dot the Jnndscape. They 
clumgcd the face of nature and converted tile wilderness 
into a world of peace and plenty, teeming with all the ele
ments of life that enable that other percentage of the Nation's 
population to lite in luxury unknown to the masses in any other 
country. It is this percentage of farmers that has produced 
the wealth of the Nation in the main and who feed and clothe 
the other percentage, including· tllose who consume wlthout pro
ducing, · as well as other millions who labor in the factories and 
work.shops and in the fields of transportation and commerce. 
They have filled t o overflowing from field and farm and garden, 
from all oyer the land, the horn of plenty that pours out so 
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copiously the richest an<l sweetest of beef and_ pork and mutton 
and bread ancl butter ancl fruits into the larder of the housewife 
in every kitchen in eyery hamlet and village and city through
out the length and breadth of the land. 

I speak of these things to show that a class engaged in an 
industry of such magnitude and the product of whose toil is so 
absolutely nec<!ssary to producer and nonproducer alike_ should 
at least be fairly dealt with in matters of legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, r will accuse no man of deliberately trying to 
ruin the farmers of this country, but I think that you fail to 
understand the importance of the uninterrupted prosperity of 
our agricultural industry and to realize that anything that 
tends to reduce the legitimate profits of our farmers -will affect 
irr a still greater uegree the success ancl prosperity of the toilers 
in our factories, shops, and mills, and, in fact, the welfare and 
prosperity of every industry in this country. 

Mr. DALZElLL. Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. J. l\I. C. SMITH. l\fr. Chairman, I' have listened with deep 
interest and marked attention to remarks ot the various gen
tlemen upon this very important question and have yet to 
observe where it would be of benefit to the great people of the 
United States to adopt it. No one has undertaken to say llow 
it· will be of benefit to the American farmer, and that task, I 
apprehend, will not be demonstrated upon the floor of this 
Chamber. 

NO ~EFIT TO TIIE FARMER. 

idea or the low cost propaganda. Labor is more cheerful and 
better contented when it is well paic.1; the manufacturer is moro 
prosperous wlien bis prices are fail~ and be gets a just return 
for his endeavor. The farmer: is no exception and is entitled 
to a just compensation for his -work. It is admitted on all 
hands that times are better when prices are high and the pur
pose of the agr.eement to reduce tho cost of living can not be 
based upon the cost received by the farmer for his pro<lucts. If 
so, please put it in on the record. Even the thr.ea.t of enact
ing this agreement has cost the farmers already more than a 
million . of dollars. I will place on record the prices of farm 
products obtained from one of the most reliable sources in this 
country by a person who has spent 50 years a grain and wool 
merchant of Charlotte, Mich., and in close touch with the farm
ers, who writes me under date of April 7, 1011: 

Choice red wheat (60 pounds) .....•........•......•......•. 
Oats .................................................... .. 
Shelled com .... _ ............. _ ........................... . 
Lambs, live weight (per .hundredweight) ••••.••.•••••.••.. 
Hogs (por hundredwei~ht) .....•. _ ....................•.•. 
Cattle (per hundredweight) .•••••••.•••••..•••.••.•••..•.. 
Potatoes •.••..•.....................••............••••..•. 

~:1.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Butter ................................................... . 
Benns (per bushel) ....................................... . 

Apr. 7, 1911. Apr. 7, 1910. 

$0.80 
.28 
.50 

5.00- 5.50 
.06 

.04- .05 
.30 
.12 

.IT- .18 
• ll>- .18 

LOO 

$1.10 
. 45 
.()5 

8.00- 8. 50 
8.00- 8. 50 
5. 50- 7. 00 

.GO 

.17 
.23- .25 
.20- .25 

2.25 

It is not satisfactory to them to say they will not be injured. 
Tpe question is, How will they be- benefited? Do you think And a like reduction for other and similar products. 
tliat by admitting the farm products free into their market you MORE FUIEXDLY RELATIOXS WITH CANADA. 
will benefit them? As well might it be claimed that you benefit If it is claimed that it is necessary to pass this reciprocity 
the_ great sheep industry of this country by admitting Australian agreement in order to establish better relations with Canada, 
wool free of duty. Ilow will it benefit the American farmer by upon what ground are you going to refuse a similar treaty with 
admitting hundreds of thousands of tons of hay into his market, Great Britain, Germany, France, Spain, Japan, Mexico, and 
by, admitting millions of bushels of wheat, barley, beans, and tlle other great sister nations? You propose to tear down the 
farm products; or the great American laborer by admitting the fortress of protection to the farming industry of this country 
cheap pauper labor of England, Germany, France, Italy, Japan, because there is .upon the rampart no guns pointed toward our 
and Mexico into this country unrestricted? · Canadian neighbors. I am for peace, but I am not for peace ·at 

FAnMEI?s I'BOTEST. any cost, and when you destroy the market of the agriculturists 
of this country it is at a great sacrifice, which reflects itself 

r liold in my-hand more than 40 telegrams, received yesterday not only as to his market but as to his home, his rights, and 
and to-day; all protesting- against the enactment of this pro- h' · d d b ll · thi f · tit' 
posed treaty into law. I admit that there are a few of them is m epen ence Y a 0':,~glToa !.AF~~eign compe ion. 
sent by merchants, manufacturers, and trade.smen, but the ma-
jority arc sent by farmers and granges; and r want to admit I do not 'Understand that in framing this proposed Canadian 
another thing; lest I . forget it, and it- might escape your atten- reciprocity agreement that the farmer was anywhere consulted. 
tion, and that iS' that· they are all hot ones. You say that the Who had anything to do with the creation and instigation of 

' farmers do not know what they want. You claim tho right to this proposed treaty who is directly engaged in or concerned 
give them what they want and not even consult them. Do you with that particular branch of industry? I am in favor of 
claim the iight to take a way rrny ·man's property or his mar- extending to that great class, which is so directly concerned, 
ket without giving· him anything in return? Do you think the the right to be heard upon_ this great question. L am for the 
great, intelligent American farmer would trade his birthriO'ht President, and r trust he may be elected in spite of himself, 
for a mess of Canadian porridge? He has endured the hardship and the farmers of this country will have no better place to 
of frontier life; he has not only done his part, but he has done cast their lot than with the Republican Party. He is a pro
morc than any other class to clear up and improve and beautify tectionist and not a free trader, and we should nominate and 
this magnificent Republic; he has paid his taxes willingly to elect him in spite of himself. [Applause.] 
build our churches and schools; he has built the crossroads and Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
the people's highways. from Idaho [Mr. FRENCH]. 

CAN NOT Foor.. TIIE FARMEns. Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I sat here the other day and 
listened with great interest to my friend [M1~. KITCHIN] from · 

There are four college centers in my district, Kalamazoo North Carolina. Mr. KITCHIN is always interesting, even when 
Albion, Hillsdale, and Olivet. The farmers of my district pa; his logic is wholly bad. He declared that reciprocity is n Demo
liberally and are taxed 1Jandsomely to support the great Uni- cratic doctrine and that the Democratic Party stands for a 
versity of Michigan, re11resented on the floor of this House by a still wider application of that doctrine than that contemplated 
larger number than any other institution of learning in our land. in the pending bill. This question I shall not discuss. 
Within 4 miles from my district and in the very heart of the r wonder at the logic of my friend, howetcr, when he argues 
State is the first and greatest agricultural college in the United for reciprocity and its advantages, and then argues that the 
States. We have the fr.cc rural delivery of our mails, and I will price of American products will not be disturbed by the recip
not insult the intelligence of the great .American farmer by rocal agreement and. that the price that the American farmer 
saying that he does not know what Ile wants. in Minnesota and the Dakotas will receive for his No. 1 wheat 

One-third of the population of this country arc cngogecl in will not bo less by reason of the dumping into this country of 
agriculture. Their eyes are to-day upon this body. We may Canadian wheat of the same quality. If this is true, then wo 
have our way to-day, we may have our way here, but they will are pretending to be giving to Canada something that, as n 
have their way to-morrow if you strike this blow at their ma- matter of fact, we are not giving her. We are pretending to 
terial welfare. Their profits are below that of any other branch give her people a market which, after all, is no better than the 
of industry. Fifteen bushels of wheat to the acre; 80 cents a Canadian home market, according to his contention. If this is 
bushel is the price; $12 the reward; $2 profit for your invest- so, why not end the consideration of this question here and 
ment, your days' work from sun to sun, and you are lucky to now? Why carry it further, for all that it amounts to after all 
get that. is that we are handing to Canada that which I. gather from 

. . runros:'l OF THE raorosED TREATY. bis own words amounts to a gold brick and in return therefor 
~t was rnsp1red .by a desir~ to recfuce the cost of living, to receive what I believe is a gold brick? 

build up a more friendly relation between the two countries and But I do not agree with my friend. I beliern we are actually 
to ext~nd the i;narket for ?Ur man~cturcd p1:oducts. I making concessions to Canudn, and are not receiving sufficient 

The farmer is now gettiJ?.g low prices for his farm products, concessions in return. I wish I could favor this pending bill. 
~nrely enough to pay fo~ his toil and leaving very little for his r liko the word "reciprocity," and believe that a reciprocal 
mvestment. I am not unpressed , with the low cost ot. llving~ trcntY, conld be drawn between the United States und Canada 
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that would be of benefit to both lands. That is the only kind 
of reciproC'ity bill that is wortb. while; that is the only kind 
of bill that should be considered. · 

The IJending reciprocity agreement has the support of different 
Members of this body for various reasons. Republicans suppo~t 
it who, believing in the policy of protection, believe as well m 
reciprocity, and that tbe pend.ing meti.sure will pe~fect our s~s
tem of protection. Re11ublicnns support it who _ qelleve the tariff 
law contains many imperfections, and that the pending measure, 
imperfect though it may be, is a wedge that will mark the be
ginning of tarifE modification.. It has the support of Democrats 
who announce that they believe in free trade, and of Democrats 
who believe in wholesale tariff modification and that tbe present 
recivrocal proposition will open the way to such modificati?n, 
:ma they even stand for a still wider applicn tion of the doctrme 
than is contemplated in the pen<ling bill. All unite in the desire 
to scale '<lown the cost of living. 

As for myEelf, I frankly confess that I believe that the present 
tnriff law contains pro\isions that should be modified at the 
earliest possible time, but I am afraid thnt the pendin? re~i
procity bill will be a disa1lpoi11tment to all those who believe m 
tlle policy of protection and yet believe in tariff modification. I 
recognize merit in the proposed reciprocal agreeruent, and. yet, 
since an agreement of this character is in the nnture of a bar
gain or trade, we must look to our part of the bargain and 
consicler how it will affect every person in our country. Look
ing at the proposed agreement from tlle standpoint .of tlle 
beginning of tariff modification, I fear we are not touchmg the 
important schedules that need attention,. but ar.e laying. the 
lash upon the poor fellow's back wllo said that mlperfe.ctLons 
exist in tlle tariff law. .And, again, our proposed moclification, as 
I see it, is so unbalancccl as to fail to scale down tl1e cost of 
living, as I think I can demonstrate. . 

The pending bill provides for placing upon tlle free hst of each 
country for the benefit of tlle other m~ny articles a~1d com.mocli
ties that arc produced in both countries. I shall msert. m my 
speech at this point a list tllat I haye taken from the bill that 
is now pending : 

Live animals: Cattle, horses and mules, swine, sheep, lambs, and all 
other live animals. 

Ponltry, dead or alive. 
·wheat, rye, oats, barley, and buckwheat, dried peas and beans, 

edihle. 
Corn, sweet corn, or maize. 
Hay, straw, and cowpeas. . 
Fresh vegetables: Potatoes, sweet potatoes, yams, turnips, omons, 

cuubaaes and all other vegetaules in their natural state. 
Fre'Sh 'fruits: Apples, pears. peaches, grapes, hel"rles, and all ?ther 

edible fruits in their natural state. except lemons, oranges, llmes, 
grapefruit, shaddockfl, pomelos, and pineapples. 

Dried fruits: Apples, peaches, peat·s, and apricots, dried, desiccated, 
or evaporated. 

Dairy products: n etter, cheese, and f1·esh milk and cream: Pro v'iclecl, 
That cans actually used in the transportation of milk or crenm may be 
passed !Jack and forth between the two countries free of dnty, under 
such regulations as the respective Governments may prescriue. 

Eggs of barnyard fowl, in the shell . 
Honey. 
The bill fails to place on the free list certain otllcr commodities, 

mention of which I shall make in ruy printed speech, ancl which 
list is closely relatecl -to the free list, and yet for some reason 
is granted the benefit of protection : 

.Fresh meats: Beef, vcn.l, mutton, Iamb, pork, and all other fresh 
or refrigerated meats excepting game, l i cents per pound. 

Bacon and hams, not in tins or jars, l i cents pct· pound. • 
Meats of all kinds, dried, smoked, salted, in brine, or prepared or 

preserved in any manner, not otherwise herein provided for, l t cents per 
pound. 

Canned meats and canned poultry, '.:?O per cent ad valorem. 
Extract of meat, fluid or not, 20 per cent ad valorem. 
Lard and compounds thereof ... cottolClle and cotton stearin, and ani-

mal stcarin, li cents per pouno. 
Tullow, 40 cents per 100 pounds. 
Figg yolk, egg albumen, and blood albumen, 7 ~ per cent ad valorem. 
Tomatoes and other vcgetRIJles, including corn, in cnns or other air-

tight packages, and including the weight of the package, H cents per pound. 
Wheat flour an(} semolina, and rye flour, GO cents per I.Jarrel of lDG 

pounds. · 
Oatmeal and rolled oats, including the weight of paper covering, GO 

cents per 100 pounds. 
Corn meal, 12?; cents per. 100 pounds. 
Barley malt, 45 cents per 100 pounds. Barley, pot, pearled, or pat

ent, one-half cent per pound. 
Buckwheat flour or meal, one-half cent per pound. 
Prepared cereal foods, not otherwise provided for herein, 1 n per 

cent ad valot·ern. 
Ilran, middlings, and other offals of grain used for animal food, 12~ 

cents per 100 pounds. 
Pickles, including pickled nuts, sauces of all kinds, and fl.sh paste or 

sance, 32~ per cent ad valorem. 
Farm wagons and :finisbed parts thereof, 22~ per cent all valorem. 
Plows tooth ancl disk harrows, harvesters, reapers, agricultural drills 

and planters mowers, horserakes, cultivators; thrashing machines, in
cluding windstackers, baggers weigbers, and self-feeders therefor and 
finished parts thereof Imported for repair of the foregoing, 15 per 
cent ad valorem. 

Portable engines with boilers, in combination, horse~owers and trac
tion engines for farm purnoses ; hay loaders, potato diggers, fodder or 
feed cutters, grain crushers, fanning mills, hay tedders, farm or field 

rollers manure spreaders, weeders, and windmills, and :finished parts 
thereof imported for repair of the foregoing, except shafting, 20 per 
cent ad valorem. 

I Im ve not pretended to give a complete li st, but from an ex
amination of the most important items which I have given 
this fact stands out: That the raw material is not protected, . . 
while the manufactmed product has practically t!ie same pro
tection that it has when imported from any other country. 

Now, let us look this matter over just as we would look over 
any other business proposition. If it is a g?od thing, let ~s 
ayail ourselves of it. If it is bad, let us reJ ect it. There is 
nothing whatever in the name "reciprocity." It may include 
everything that is good, or it may include everything that is 
bad. It may be wholly a giving without a compensation. 
Wllat of the pending agreement, and how will it affect our 
country? 

Our country has a population of approximately 00,000,000 
people. Canada has a population of approximately 8,000,000 
people. Our imports from Canada to-day of dutiable goods 
amount to $47,827,050, and Canada's imports from the United 
States of dutiable goods amount to $47,333,158. From this 
Canada's revenue is $7,77G,236 annually and our revenue 
$t5,649,82G. 

Tlle pending bill has to do with commodities that are in very 
large part produced in both countries, and yet through the de
mand from year to year and notwithstanding the present duties 
our country is furnishing a market for many of these proclucts. 
Last year nearly 1,000,000 bushels of oats were shipped into the 
United States from Canada and found sale in our markets after 
pHylng a duty of 1G cents per bushel. Nenrly 100,000 tons of 
Canaclinn hay were shipped and sold in our markets after meet
ing a cluty of $4 per ton. Last year nearly 1,000,000 pounds of 
butter were imported and npon the same a duty of G cents per 
pound was collected, and upon all the commodities that were 
sllippt'<l over the line we collected last year in duties, that we 
arc now asked to surron<ler, ~4,840,033. With the removal of 
the duties the same commodities woulc.l be able to bear down 
the prices of like commodities in the United States to at least 
the amount of the duty, and the farmer would lose accordingly. 
As against this we can not hope fo~· compensating m~rke~s in 
Canada. Nine-tenths of the population of both countries is on 
tllc sicle of the United Stutes, and it takes people to make a 
market. 

But what I have suggested with respect to our imports from 
Uaunda u11ou the theory that if we import the same amount an
mwlly in the future our markets W?uld be depressed ~o t}rnt 
extent is only the small part of this problem. At tlus time 
Cauada is shipping to us a comparatively small amount of her 
proclncts of which I am speaking, wllilc s~e is shi~ping to Eng
land many times this amount, and here he~ the difficulty. Be
tween Englan<l and Canada there is no tariff, and docs anyone 
donbt that with 3,000 miles cut off from the distance of ttans
portation that Canncln would immediately .consign the go?ds 
that she ltas to sell to American markets mstead of sending 
tllem to markets on the other side of the Atlantic? If anyone 
doubts this he certainly bas a wrong conception of business 
principles. 

On tbis head we need not feel so much disturbed f.or the pres
ent ycnr or for next year. Nor need we feel d1sturbcc.l. on 
account of the $15,000,000 in revenues that we are surren9crn;g. 
Tile imports within -the next year or two would necessarily 
mean something of a loss to our farmers, but it woul<l be scat
tered over a large population, a~d th?reby wou~d not. be so 
keenly felt. !\fore than this cons1clera~1~n, a cons1derat10~ a~
peals to me that hns to do with a condition that, as I s?e 1t, is 
just a few years ahead, should tllis treaty become effective, and 
the effect that the condition that will exist then. w.m have in 
preventing the rightful increase jn land values ~ithm our own 
country. Our farmers have with care anu patience built _up 
their lands, and it is not right that they should now be dcmed 
the legitimate value that belongs to such lands by .reason of 
the opening up in competition lands that are now of little value 
upon the Canaclian side of the line. 

Within the United States the public lands have been very 
largely acquired by private individuals through the generous 
public-land laws of our country. I.ands that have a v:ilue for 
agricultural purposes have passed to pr.ivate ow~ersh1p. Our 
great grazing plains are gone. Extensive f.armmg upoi;i the 
part of the individual must more and more give place to mtcn
sive farming in order that values may tJe produced upon the 
investment. No one can deny that the extensive arens of un
appropriated public lands that the Government has offereu free· 
under the homestead laws have played an important p~rt dur
ing the last half century in discouraging intensive farmmg and 
as well in keeping down the price of lands in the older sections 
of the United States. Intensive farming means more of cost to 
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the farmer, just as stall-fed stock mean a greater expense to 
the stockgrower than the range-fed cattle of 20 years ago. 

I am opposed to this bill, because I believe it will spell dis
aster to the :American farmer, for the reason that large areas 
will be openeCl to settlement in Canada within the immediate 
future, and the cost of production in Canada for the next 20 or 
30 years will be founcl to be cheaper than the cost of production 
within our O'W'll country. Canadian land is new, it is virgin, it 
will produce such an acreage with the minimum amount of labor 
as will enable the farmers there -to flood our markets with their 
hay, their oats and other grains,.their butter and eggs and other 
farm produce, and the price that will be received will be re
munerative to the Canadian, but meager to the farmer of our 
orni land. This is a proposition that is easy of demonstration. 
Canadian land -that is avilable for farm purposes is worth on an 
average less than one-ha.If what it ls worth on this side of the 
line. .A. farmer whp has $G,OOO to invest in land and can buy 
100 acres of $GO land in the United States can buy 200 acres of 
the same quality of lancl across the Canadian border. .A. school
boy can figure out that the producer on the cheap land can sell 
his products at a remunerative price, and that the same price 
would net a small margin of gain to the farmer raising the crop 
on a more expensive lancl. 

But this is not all. The supplies which the Canadian buys 
he buys at a less cost.· In the United States there is u uniform 
tariff upon the products imported from foreign countries, while 
in Canada, in addition to the tariffs between Canada and for
eign countries, there is a British preferential tariff. This pref
erential tariff being less than the tariff between Canada a.nd 
other countries, must necessarily set the price. The tariff on 
the goods that the American farmer must buy is from 2u per 
cent to nearly 50 per cent more than this preferential tariff that 
is available to the Canadian, and the farmer of the United 
States is compelled to pay that much more for the commodities 
which he would buy. 

On rubber boots and shoes and on rubber coats the Canadian 
pays 15 per cent duty, the consumer in our country 35 per cent.; 
on jute bags, in which the farmer in my State sells his grain, he 
pays a duty of 45 per cent, while his Canadian competitor 
across the line pays 15 per cent; on a sewing machine for his 
wife our farmer pays n duty of 30 per cent, the Canadian 20 
per cent; on a stove for the kitchen our farmer pays 4.5 per 
cent, the Canadian 15 per cent; on shovels and axes it is the 
same; on dress goods our farmer pays 60 per cent, the Cana
dian 15 per cent; on wire our farmer pays 75 cents per 100 
vounds, while the Canadian buys his wire a.t not to exceed 10 
per cent, and much of it is free of duty. Our farmer pnys 5u 
per cent duty on his hat, the Canadian only 20 per cent; our 
farmer 45 per cent duty on his underwear, the Canadian 22! 
per cent, or just one-half that amount; and so I could con
tinue if I had time, and I could show that the farmer on this 
side of the line is placed at a distinct disadvantage when 
compared with his Canadian brother because of the prefer
ential duty between Canada and the great manufacturing coun
try of Great Britain. Yet if this treaty shall go into effect, you 
will expect the .American farmer, the farmer of your State 
and mine, to compete in our own markets in the sale of his 
hay and his oats, his eggs and his butter, his fruits and his 
vegetables. 

And when it comes to labor it is almost the srune. It is true 
that the wages paid fa the part of Canada immediately north 
of my own State and the State of Washington is about the same 
ns the wages paid to the Canadian laborers across the line, 
but, taking an the other !)arts of Canada and comparing theru 
with the United States, the wages paid arc nearly 25 per cent 
higher, on an average, in the United States than the wages paicl 
for similar labor in the parts of Canada of which l speak. 
Certainly, wages on the farms of the United States must come 
down to meet the Canadian wage scale or else the American 
farmer must incur a loss. 

I am opposed to this treaty for, as I see it, it is reciprocal in 
name alone. No one can deny that in re"V"enucs we are sur
rendering approximately twice as much as is Canada. Oii this 
point I shall not speak, because I think it is a small considera
tion. The treaty is reciprocal in name only, because its benefits 
are not reciprocal. On the one side the Canadian is benefited 
by being offered a market at home for his products. He is 
benefited because this will build up his lands, stimulate railroad 
development, and give him other business enterprises from 
Halifax to Vancouver. But what is .given to the citizens of 
the United States in return for all this? It is useless to say 
that the markets of Canada a.re thrown open to his pi·oducts. 
The Cano.di an markets ar.e already overstocke<l; there arc no 
extensive markets there for American goods. What other com
pensation is offered? Why, that the cost of living will be low
ered. Now, on this head let us make a little inquiry. It is 

proposed to place wheat, oats, and other grains upon the free 
list. But it is also proposed to leave a duty upon flour, prepared 
cereal foods, and other products of grain. The housekeeper 
iloes not buy wheat for her family; she buys flour or bread. 
She does not buy oats or corn; she buys prepared cereals. ff 
n duty is retained upon the flour and the cereal foocls, even 
though grains are admitted free, do you suppose the consumer 
will buy his flour or his bread or his cereal food cheaper? Not 
a bit of it. The consumer will pay just as much, but some one 
else besides the farmer will receive the benefit. The middle 
man, the broker, the -manufacturer will receive the difference. 
Let us inquire further. It is proposed to place cattle, hogs, and 
sheep upon the free list; but the duty is still maintained with 
slight modification on fresh and cured meats and on the other 
products of live stock. Can anyone seriously argue that the 
consumer would pny less for his ham, or his bacon, or his 
beefsteak, or chops, been.use the live stock is admitted free? I 
think not. What would compel the great pucking plant to sell 
its products cheaper? It has no additional competition. On 
the other hand, it will be able to make a larger profit because, 
while buying the cattle, hogs, and sheep in a cheaper market, it ' 
will sell its manufactured products in the same old market and 
at the same old price. 

Again, I say the housekeeper does not buy beeves, she buys 
meat; she does not buy hogs, she buys ham or bacon; she does 
not buy sheep, she buys mutton. And so I conclude that that 
which the friends of the treaty call a benefit will pro"V"e elusive. 
Elusi'rn to the farmer, because while it offers markets to him, 
there are small markets in Canada. that he wants; and elusive 
to the consumer, because while the duty is remoyed from the raw 
material it is retained in almost its original form upon the 
manufactured product. 

The desire upon the part of the administration to do some
thing that wlll lower the cost of living is most commendable, 
yet I believe that whatever may fia"V"e been the idea when the 
reciprocity question was first considered, that the working out 
of the agreement w.ill not attain this end. More than this, even 
if it should attain this end, it is at the expense of the farmer. 
Of all those in our country who have stood by the policy of 
protection, the farmer up to the present has received the small
est returns. Within the last few years the wisdom of the policy 
is justifying itself to the .farmer, and at this time, with the 
farmer coming into his own as never before, we propose to 
take from him the benefit that in all justice to him rightfully 
belongs. 

The farmer is not selfish in this fight. l\Iore than one of them 
lm ve said to. me that they would be willing to make the sacrifice 
necessary to bring down the cost of living providing a similar 
sacrifice be made by our other producers and by the manufac
turers. More than this, more than one ha"V"c said to me thn.t 
they wou1d stand for the Canadian treaty with all the loss that 
it means to them providing in that treaty may be incorporated 
reciprocal agreements touching not the raw products alone, but 
manufactured products a.s well. If you are going to throw down 
the bars on his products, let us throw them all down and let 
business intercourse and freedom be complete between our own 
country and the great nation to the north of us. 

Yes; but some one says the Democratic Congress proposes to 
pass a bill placing upon the free list some of the n.rticles men
tioned on the protection list with Canada. I am asked if that 
might make some difference with my vote. In answer I would 
rny that it might, providing the items were included in the 
present bill. This, however, is impossible. More than this, 
there is no certainty of the passage of the bill that lias been 
proposed. What is less certain than the outcome of a Congress 
one branch of which is Democratic and the other Republican? 
Who is here to promise that the bill will be followed by another 
that will correct injustices in this one? Who ca.n give as
surances that it can pass? Here is n bill that, as J: see it, works 
an injustice upon the farmers of my State and upon our coun
try, and I can not sacrifice their interests upon a promise that 
no one llerc is able to fulfill. I must consider the pending bill 
providing .for reciprocity with Canada upon its own merits, 
and, considering it upon its own merits, I run compelled to be 
opposed to its passage. [Applause.] 

Mr. DALZELL. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. FOCIIT.] 

Mr. FOCHT. .Mr. Chairman, during the debate on this ques
tion of reciprocity there has been every opportunity to make 
observations concerning the sentiment prevailing throughout 
the country n..s reflected in the expression of l\Iembers residing 
in all parts of the Republic. In the face of the PresiUent's 
desire, as expressed in his several messages, there were recorded 
against this bill when last before us 87 Tiepublican votes, and 
so uncertain were· the managers of the treaty as to its probable 
fate as a party measure, that a caucus was not called to con-
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sicler its merits. In fact, I have not learned of a single Senator 
or .Member with whom the Chief Executive counseled before 
presenting this treaty or trade agreement to Congress. It is 
evident from the wide divergence of opinion and utter lack of 
_unanimity on the part of the Republican representation here 
that the objections to this . measure are founded on logical and 
rational reasons, this conclusion being reached, if in no other 
way, by the fact that 87 Members, or a majority of 9 Repub
licans, cast their votes against it. Coming directly from the 
people, as did the Members of the House which convened in 
December, the vote of that body in February on this measure 
carries with it the weight of extraordinary significance. 

We believe the President to be thoroughly honest and sincere 
and surely hopeful of the result of the enactment of this legisla
tion; but it is not to be expected that even a President of this 
great Republic is either infallible, immortal, or immaculn.tc, 
and error with him is wit:Llin the range of possibility. 

From a political standpoint it may after all result in much 
good to the Republican Party, for it bas been demonstrated 
during the discussion of this measure that when fundamentals 
of the Republican Party are assaulted insurgent and stalwnrt 
can and do stand together. The kind of insurgents we have in 
this House I can now regard from a different angle nnd a 
different measure of respect than I did when I first came here 
and witnessed the petty and inconsequential rows over minor 
and collateral matters. Now, in the time of real trial, when the 
party has been ourroted and is without power to take the initi
ative or achie-ve direct results, they stand like oak and rock, 
sfde by side with the stalwarts of the faith of our party's 
immortal leaders; and in the face of the rising, triumphant 
shouts of Democracy take their ground when loyalty is best 
demonstrated and true party pride and patriotism are most 
need eel. 

I come from the Republican State of Pennsylvania, a State 
that is true and -certain in her Republican majorities, never 
wavers, is always stalwart, yields to no State in freedom of 
suffrage, universal primary law, and triumphs under the un
beaten leadership of the Senate'i:t new head. Notwithstanding 
ruy own affiliation during more than a quarter of a century and 
tendencies toward centralized strength within party council, I 
am ever ready and willing to recognize what is just and right, 
and from what I have seen in recent days of the attitude of the 
so-called insurgents I am impelled to make these passing obser
vations. 

The Democratic Speaker long ago claimed this reciprocity 
treaty to be a real Democratic baby, and I have heard his suc
cessor lay like claim, while Mr. KITCHIN on last Saturday made 
a similar modest challenge. 

From a political standpoint, what is the Republican Party 
to get out of this measure by way of political advantage in 
cnse it should be enacted into law? 

Observing this Republican minority and recalling last fall's 
election reverses, it is evident that we not only need to hold the 
farmer vote, but we must first get him back into the fold if 
we are to win the presidential election in ln12. I submit that 
if it is agreed we must have him back, will we accomplish that 
purpose by r~moving the tariff from the products of his farm 
and retaining a tax on wlrnt he buys? 

We already have 60 per cent of Canada's import trade, while 
30 per cent is made up of teas, coffees, spices, champagne, dia
monds, and other luxuries which we do not produce, lea1ing n 
beggarly 10 per cent of business to compete for. For the mere 
chance, which we already have, to get part of this remaining 
10 per cent we propose removing the tariff from 7G per cent 
of Canada's · exports, with only approximately 17 per cent of 
our export articles to be admitted free into Cannda ! 

This is truly a one-sided pancake, although the working out 
of such a policy might be of unusual interest to the Ilcef Trust 
the Harvester Trust, and the Milling Trust. Therefore if 
there is only ruin ahead for the Republican Party in abandon
ing the tenets of the past, of turning from the principles which 
maf1e the country great and rich and strong, what is there if 
>iewcd from the position taken by the President in his mes
sage? It is declared, on the one hand, that reciprocity is to 
give the poor man a better breakfast at lower cost thnn at 
i1rcsent, while, on the other hand, the farmer is told-and we 
were told right here even yesterday-that reciprocity would not 
reduce the cost of food products to the ultimate consumer. 

There seems to be a contradiction here that thoroughly ex-
11loues any theory that will definitely fix the outcome of this 
h ·ade agreement, excepting that it is certain to give away the 
world's greatest market with nothing in return, and yet the 
Lill is labelccl reciprocity, which is a misnomer and a miscon
ception. 

As illustrating the fallacy of this whole breakfast theory 
and that the farmer is not the man to be pursued because of 
high prices for food, I bring before you an object lesson which 
must carry conviction. I hold in my b.and a small catalogue 
issued from the Pennsylvania State College, which contains the 
names of the students and a few advertisements. State College 
is located in the heart of Pennsylvania, in a rich agricultural 
district and farms virtually abutting the campus, and not a 
cold-stornge plant is within 50 miles of the place. There is a 
free, normal market for agricultural products; in fact, prices 
should be necessarily a little higher than normal, with 1,800 
consuming stu<lcnts creating the demand, and yet I find in this 
little book an advertisement asking to take boarders at $3 per 
week. Three dollars per week, or 21 meals at less than 15 cents 
each, and these meals must necessarily be substantial, as they 
are seryed for hungry professors, hungry, growing schoolboys, 
and football players. In this locality the consumer deals di
rectly with the farmer; in Washington and other cities the 
consumer deals with the cold-storage baron, and pays 4G cents 
per pound for calf's liver and 10 cents each for apples. 

If you break down this tariff which protects the farmer; if 
yon ?reak down the tariff which protects the manufacturer, then 
we mstantJy face in field and in factory competition with 
Burope's cheapest labor and Asia's worse thnn sfaycry. Ilut 
do not break it down. Keep up protection, not so high that it 
will be a menace to anybody, but, in any event, if the plan 
works, keept it up so that it may show the difference of cost 
of production at home and abroad. Ilut, while protectiYe tariff 
laws are making the country as a whole mighty with 'wealth, 
and it can not be so without protection, let us see to it that 
the rewards are better divided. Let us see that the great com
binations of wealth which have sprung into existence are prop
erly regulated. You can quickly break these mighty combina
tions of capital called trusts by the ruinous remedy of free 
trade, but by the application of this method you will at the 
rnme time break the country. There must be Federal power great 
and strong enough, and a power exercised, to meet this trust 
situntion, to bring up with a turn this inYisible, insidious power 
which has been getting most of the reward and the toiling 
mnsses so little. 

Yes; protection to the farmer, protection to the capitalist, 
protection to. the manufacturer, all in fair and equitable meas
ure; but the place protection is now most needel1 is around the 
bending back of labor. The sequel to· this suggestion is written 
against the horizon each day as the great ocean liners emerge 
from the mists off of Sandy Hook, and from the deck of eacll 
great racer of the sens there may be seen from 1,000 to 2,000 
hopeful faces peering into the promised land. 

Immigrants, i,mmigrants, millions of them, coming to our shores 
to do what--c1evelop America? No; not the kind who arc com
ing now, for, according to the President's message, the country 
is overdeveloped already. What then? To help the steamship 
companies? Yes; that is it; the steamship companies, to make 
them rich that they may build. more ships abroad, fly them 
under a foreign flag and receh·e a foreign subsidy, while the 
millions they bring turn countless thousands of Americans into 
the streets. Had our great and good President suggested tltc 
enactment of some measure that woul<l dh·ert this stream of 
foreign immigration now coming to this country into Canada, 
im;tend of proposing that a stream of Canadian products shn.11 
swamp our markets and thereby drive hundreds of thousands 
of American farmers and their families from under the pro
tecting folds of the American fing to find new llomes urnler the 
banner of tho British Empire, tlle uplifted hands of not only 
the agriculturist, but of the American laborer, would have 
callecl down from on high a divine blessing. 

Wi-t:h the spectacle witnessed on this floor last week of the 
Democratic majority rejecting real election reform w4ich migilt 
have effected the peculiar election system prevailing in the 
South; with a northern college professor teaching bis students 
to respect the red flag of anarclly instead of the Stars arnl 
Stripes; and a Democratic Cabinet member belittling and de
meaning the old veterans of the North who hurled back treason 
and snved the Nation from dissolution, it is indeed high time 
that Republicans took seriously the issues of the hour and 
declined to follow misguided leadership. 

So far as my constituents are concerned, Pennsylvania, wher11 
independence was born, the State which furnished first defernl
ers for all the wars and money without limit, and on whose 
sacred soil, by the valor of her sons, was determined the fate of 
independence in Revolutionary days as well as the fate of the 
Nation from 1861 to 1805, shaU not be misunderstood. 

l\Iy constituents believe in the old nationalism, the old patriot
ism, the olcl progressive republicanism. They people the va11eys 
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wllere Lee's migllty army marched forth to expected triumph 
and retreated in defeat, where McCausland's marauders applied 
the torch and exacted tribute, but did not conquer the national 
spirit of that brave, true people whose humble spokesman I am 
proud to be to-day. 

The Republican Party, if it will stand bravely united against 
this un-Republican anu un-American policy, which is but the 
forerunner of free trade, and are determined to fuse for that 
final and ultimate battle for the firesides of the farmer and the 
workingmnn, the party will again be triumphant, its messages 
wm be heard to-day and in the long future, and posterity will 
e\·er sing its praises. 

FAR~!ERS orrosE TAFT RECIPROCITY. 
To the EDITOR OF TIIE PRESS : -

Sm: · Why oppress the American farmer, who has been between the 
devil and the deep sea for, loi these many years, prior to the last one 
or two, and now that consumption of wheat bas about overtaken pro
duction in the United St:ltcs, ·and therefore a glimmer of hope for 
better times in the future appears to give him heart to stru~gle on, 
why, I ask, should his hopes be dashed to the ground by this reciprocity 
l.Jill? Why should bis, of all the industries of the country, be deprived 
of all protection? Do you think the country can prosper with the basic 
industry in ruin? Do you think the newspapers will prosper then 
even with free pulp wood? 

Uy dear sir, mark you, if the farmer is deprived of all protection, 
will he vote protection to other industries? Or does the Press no 
longer believe in protection? 

'l'he negotiation of this astounding so-called reciprocity by a Re
publican administration, and supported by Uepublican newspapei.'s is 
the most astonishing occurrence within the span of my 70 yen.rs of 
life. Public opinion here-and, I believe, throughout all rural re
gions-is practically unanimous against the measure, and fiercely 
against it. 

This bill provides for the free dumping of 500,000,000 bushels of 
wheat into our land in the very near future, besides oats, barley, flax, 
potatoes, etc. In 1D09, the Canadian northwest raised 125,000,000 
l.mshels of wl1eat. That region is filling up rapidly with settlers, many 
or them Americans, and it is not a wild prophecy that in five years 
their wheat yield will be quadrupled. This reciprocity, beini; enacted 
into l:lw, means 50-cent wheat for GO years n.nd correspondingly low 
prices for the other agricultural products admitted free. 

. CALVIN M. HAYES. 
HARTLETON, PA., April 15, 1911. 

DF.XOUNCED IlY KNIGilTS OF LAilO~-AN APPEAL TO TIIE PRESIDENT AND 
ME:\1BERS OF CONGRESS AG.\INST FREE TRADE WITH CA.."'IADA.-DO NOT 
DES'.rROY A GREAT INDUSTRY. 

TIIE CONGRESS OF THE KNIGHTS OF LABOR, 
New Yori•, April 2, 1911. 

To the President and Members of Oongress: 
The paper industry is one of the greatest single industries in the 

United Stutes of America . . The capital invested exceeds $300,000,000. 
With an annual business of over $200,000,000, with something like 
4.000,000 tons of annual production, the paper industry furnishes to 
the railroads in the way of freight and raw materials upward of 
20,000,000 tons of freight annually. They consume 3i000,000 tons of 
coal, all from our domestic mines. They sustain a arge number of 
establishments which supply them with machinery and supplies used 
only in paper mills. They furnish employment directly to over 100,<TOO 
men in their plants and probably 40,000 in getting out raw material 
in the woocls and mines, besides indirectly supporting an army of men 
engaged in supplying them with material which they use in their 
manufacturing departments. 

l1'or every dollar which the consumer pays for paper it is estimated 
that nearly 70 cents goes to the wage fund of the country. 

The wllole agitation for Canadian reciprocity is due to a small syn
dicate of unscrupulous and selfish newspaper and magazine publishers 
who are desirous of increasing theil' already enormous profits l.Jy $5,000,-
000 annually through reciprocity at the expense of American labor and 
industry. 

lf finisbecl payer is to be imported into this country free of duty, 
the great paper ndustry wlll be crippled, and the man who is a paper 
maker by trnde haR ~ot to go to Canada to follow his trade, and take 
hiR wife and family mto the wilderness to live, where there is no com
pulsory educntion lnw and not one of the comforts of civilization. It 
means the death blow to many communities clustered about the paper 
mills :rnrl tile breaking up of American homes and migration of our 
skilled labor to Canacla, and we are going to have a lot of mills on our 
hands that won't sell for money enough to pay the bondholders, and 
the Canadians are going to have our business and our profits. 

Any downwai·cl revision of the taritl' snch as the McCall bill pro
poses would be unjust to both the manufacturer and the farmer of 
the United States, and would ultimately menn one of two things-the 
closing of American factories, mills, and workshops, or the American 
workmen will have to accept a reduction in wages to correspond with 
the chenper elements of cost in foreign countries. We would therefore 
urge that yon use your influence to defeat this iniquitous and un
American agreement. 

Very resI>ect.fully, yours. 

To the PRESIDE~T : 

THT<J COXGRESS OF THE K~IGHTS OF LAilOR, 
J. n. l\fANSION, Secretary and Treasurer. 

NATIO~AL GRANGEJ .A.I'rF.ALS. 
NATIO~AL GnAXGEJ, PATRONS OF HcRnAxnnY, 

Concord, N. H ., Mat·oh 28, 1911. 

I would sullmit thnt the fncts show conclusively thiit the cost of 
producing the staple farm crops put on the free list by the Cnnndian 
reciprocity arrangement is lower in Canada than in this country. 
Among these facts, which cnn not be disputed, arc the following : 

1. The price of farm lands, as shown by official reports, is m\lch 
lower in Cann.dn, thus subjecting the Canadian farmer to much smaller 
1ixccl charges on his investment. 

!.!. The wages of Canadian farm labor, as shown in an official state
ment prepared uy the Department of Commerce and Labor, are on an 
average much lower than in this co1mtry. '.l'his statement gives figures 
showing that in the Northern and Eastern States the wages paid farm 
workers are from 20 to 25 per cent higher thai;i in all sections of 

Canada, with the exception of the Canadian Northwestern Provinces, 
where wages are practically the same as in our Northwestern States. 
As against this equality ·of wages, the value of farm lands · in those 
Provinces is not one-third the value of landti in Iowa, Nebraska, l\finne-
sota, and other neighboring States. .--

3. The cost of the manufactured articles which the Canadian farmer 
buys is much. lower than that of similar articles used by our farmers, 
because of the lower tarifl'. taxes imposed by Canada on foreign goods. 
An examination of the Canadian tariff' laws and preferential trade ar
rangements shows a difference of at least 20 per cent in favor of the 
Canadian farmer. 

4. Owing to the fact that the farm ln.nds of Canada are chiefly virgin 
soil the Canadian farmer does not find it necessary to use fertilizers 
to any extent, while our farmers are forced to use hundreds of mil
lions of dollars' worth of fertilizer each year. 

Respectfully, N. ;r, BACHELDER, 
Ohafrman Le.aislatke Committee National Granoe. 

Mr. 1\IcCALL. l\fr. Chairman, I yield seven minutes to tlle 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. lh.irn]. 

l\Ir. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I do not like to disagree with my 
collengue and goou friend from Pennsylvania [l\fr. FocuT] on 
this question, but there has been in evidence in the last few <lays 
in this House the fact that every man is thinking for himself, 
regaruless of party, and for tlle best interests of the people of 
this great country as he conceives tllem. 

We have farmers in Lackawanna and Luzerne Counties, ns 
good farmers as there are in any part of this country. [Ap
plause.] Their fields may not be so fertile or extensive as in 
some other portions of the country, but they make up largely 
for this by their industry, energy, and the careful study and 
intelligent use of soil conditions. And we have a great market 
there for them. As a result of protection to American indus
tries that market has become so great that the farmer& of those 
two counties, and of all northeastern Pennsylvania, can fur
nish but a small part of the food necessary for them. [Ap
plause.] Carloads of produce come daily from New York, the 
West, and South to make up the deficiency. 

Now, I want to say to the farmers of this country that wllere 
the wheels turn and the furnaces are burning is your market. 
Originally, as I understand protection, the thought was not so 
much to protect the farmer against some com11etitor; it was to 
give him a market, and the Republican Party has done that. 
So long as the Republican Party is in power so long will the 
farmers of this country have a mar]j.et. 

Now, I am an ardent protectionist. No State in the Union 
bas JJeen more stendfast to this principle than the grand old 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. nut reciprocity with Canada 
will in no way violate that principle. Wages and the standard 
of Jiying in that country are practically the same as in this 
country. This opening of the markets between us and Canada 
is not going to hurt the American farmer. It is going to in
crease our opportunities to manufacture, as our lists of ex
portations there show conclusively, increase our employment, 
and enlarge our market both at home and in Canada. The 
farmer in Canada has not any advantage on account of the great 
area in land up there. He is paying fancy prices for good 
farm land to-day, and if you go, through that wonderful 
country, as I had the privilege of doing some five years ago, 
you will see that real estate values arc booming. In the little 
town of Edmonton, with 12,000 people, the most northerly 
point reached by n rnilroad, business property sold there five 
yenrs ngo for $1,000 a foot front, and all around that plnce, 
for 2 or 3 miles, town lots were staked out; aud the secretary 
of the board of trade told me that they llad to go into British 
Columbia to get the products with whicll to feed their people. 

We are not going to be harmed JJy tllis reciprocal arrange
ment with Canada, but will be greatly benefitcu. We arc sell
ing from the hard-coal lands of Pennsylvania upwnrd of 
$14,000,000 worth of hard coal and $19,000,000 worth of bitmni
nons coal and coke. We are going to make that country grow. 
You will see Oana<la grow faster than it ever grew in any periou 
of its history-so fast that it will astound the world; and the 
faster it grows, the greater Canaua becomes, the greater will 
be our market. [Applause.] 

First, we ought to make tllis arrangement with them on 
account of our neighborly relations. It practically means the 
addition of a new State. Then there is one qncstion tbnt ll a s 
not been sufficiently dwelt upon, nncl that is that we will he at 
pence with that nation; that not one gun or one cannon will be 
necessary on the boundary line hetween us, and making nn
nccessn ry the expenditure of vast miJJions in tbc future for 
that purpose. It will be a step forward to peace with the 
nations of the world. I want to commend President Taft for 
showing that he has the courage of his convictions in pre8ent
ing this mntter to the House with a majority against him, so 
far as vartisan lines are concerned. 

I want to commend him on account of his valor, and it will 
be n ten-strike in the platform ou which he will be nomiu-:tted 
and elected in 1012. [Applause on the Republicnn side.] And 
I want also to commend him for his attitude on the question 
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of a commission of tariff experts, showing that he is high-minded, 
farsighted, and nonpartisan, and that he has some faith, at 
least, in the good judgment of the Democratic Party on that 
.question. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

And I want to say to Democrats from the Southland, be care
ful how you move on the tariff question, because if you do what 
your party did a few years ago, the South, on account of its 
great recent industrial development, will be hurt more than the 
North. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

From my county millions of dollars haye gone into West Vir
ginia, into Texas, Alabama, and other Southern States. I be
lieve, howeYer, much of this money would have been more suc
cessfully and usefully invested in Scranton and Lackawanna 
County, but it is now yours, and if you tinker with the tariff 
you are going to hurt these and other investors; you are going 
to deter other millions of northern money from going to your 
land, and witllout northern money and northern energy and 
some northern brains you can not develop the magnificent re
sources and utilize the splendid opportunities in your great sec
tion of country. [Laughter and applause on the Republican side.] 

One man in my county, my friends, has $600,000 invested in 
,West Virginia coal lands. If the wheels do not turn and the 
furnaces do not burn, that coal does not come out of the ground. 
Another constituent of mine has upward of a million dollars 
inyested in a stretch of railroad in Texas. You must haye the 
mills and furnaces and factories going in order to girn employ
ment to the people to make railroads pay, in order to get divi
dends on anything, and in order to make business worth the 
while. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chairman, I now yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NYE]. 

The CH.A.IRl\.fAN. The gentleman from Minnesota is recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

.lUr. NYE. l\ir. Chairman, I can not hope, perhaps, to add 
anything that is substantial to this very remar~le debate, a 
debate which has been interesting and able. But I may offer 
a suggestion or two in the 10 minutes that I have. 

The barbarians of old looked upon a stranger as an enemy. 
I think the old Romans had but one word to indicate both 
"stranger" and " enemy." But as civilization advances and 
men come nearer togethe"'r and know each other better the 
tendency is in spirit always reciprocal. And if we were to trace 
the march of civilization from the primitive days until to-day 
we should find that humanity has marched toward reciprocity, 
at least in spirit. 

This is not a perfect bill. I am frank to say that in some 
respects I consider it far from perfect. But I believe it is in 
keeping with the spirit of our age and a moye in the right 
direction. I do not belie•e the subject can be disposed of by 
splitting hairs or e-.en by a careful analysis of trade balances. 
I believe tlw question is ethical as well as economic, and I 
believe the solution of great economic questions should always 
be in the light of ethical or moral principles. Sound economic 
policies must be consistent with sound morals and with just and 
generous dealings between man and man. 

I haYe been reminded n. good deal, while thinking on thls 
subject, of a story I used to tell about a fellow who went West 
from Maine. I can with propriety locate the story in Mnine 
because I was born there, and I know something of tho charac
teristics ancl peculiarities of some of the people. This was a 
case where a man went west and was very fortunate and 
made lots of money, and 40 years later went back to visit an 
old neighbor of his, and to visit generally those neighbors whom 
he knew ancl with whom he went to school. On one occasion 
he dropped into a little store and saw an old friend whom he 
had not seen for 40 years. Tho homo-staying merchant was 
anxious to know how much his friend wns worth and how many 
millions he hucl accumulated, ancl as the two sat and talked 
together the western man helped himself to an apple that was 
in a barrel by his side and ate it. Finally, when he had fin
ished his visit, which they both had enjoyed, the western man 
started to go. "By the way," he said, "I took an apple here. 
How much are they?" The merchant stopped and hesitated n 
minute, and then saicl, "Oh, they are two for a nickel. Take 
another one." [Laughter.] They had not seen each other for 40 
years. They had gone to school together and been boys together. 

Now, in the philosophy of the thing there was a genuine senti
ment of gladness in the breast of each to meet the other. There 
was the olcl-time sentiment of friendship at tho bottom, but it 
-finally had to be measured on the oasis of "two for a nickel." 
[Laughter and applause.] 

It is no now commentary on human nature. Strive as we 
may to give freer breath to the social and generous sentiments 
of our being, we fall back at lo.st to a financial basis of action. 
. According to the philosophy of many, sentiment is fancy. 
Only selfishness is fact. With our growth will come a clearer 

and wider v1s10n of life. Future generations who read the 
record of this debate will wonder ·at the fear and alarm of 
those who to-day picture disaster and ruin because of this 
well-meant effort of neighboring nations to come into closer and 
more friendly relations, relations mutually beneficial and health
ful to both Nations. 

I remember when l was a boy on the farm a couple of neigh
bors could not agree on a line fence. There was a vari::mce of 
about 2! inches between them as to where the line was, and they 
fin:illy built a narrow lane that people used to call the Devil's 
Lano. I remember it well. I believe in future years we will 
look back at this devil's lane that stretches 3,000 miles across 
this great continent, a continent bearing the impress of an 
Infinite Father's hand, and wonder that neighbors of one blood 
and kindred, with one hope, one ambition, and one destiny, could 
not come to terms of.real reciprocity. [Applause.] , 

But it is the same old story. I guess they are just tho same 
over in Canada as we are here. New Brunswick is afraid of 
her market for potatoes and Maine is afraid, and both legisla
tures have passed hostile resolutions concerning this treaty. 
So it is all along the line, here and there, in spots; some fellow 
whose experience leads him to believe that he will lose a little 
stands against this measure. I had just as soon my boy, if 
he thought his future required it, would go to Alberta or Sas
katchewan as to go to the Dakotas or Montana, much as I love 
my own country and my own flag. nut there is a life, a future 
development of mankind on this continent that human legisla
tion can not control. [Applause.] These great, magnificent 
countries are going to develop side by side one common people, 
and they do not need to be under one flag. A neighbor can be 
a neighbor under his own flag. And I believe that in spirit and 
principle this is right. It is even worth a sacrifice on both sides. 
It is a farsighted policy. It is a goal of high statesmanship. 

I was born on a farm. I liyed and worked on a farm until 
I was 22 years of age. I would not knowingly or consciously 
enter upon a new economic policy that would be burdensome 
to the great agricultural class of this country. I would not do 
so intentionally. I do not belie--re this measure will operate to 
the detriment of any class or any industry. ·Local and tempo
rary disadvantages may result, but the general welfare will be 
promoted, and the permanent good of both countries will be 
adYnnced. 

The social tendency of mankind is toward the cities, and it 
is destined to be so, for .aught I see, for generations to come. 
There is some attraction about the city. I often wonder what 
it is. I often wish I could go back onto the farm, and I guess I 
will when I get through Congress; but the mouths to consume 
are increa.sing in proportion to our power of production of 
agricultural commodities. The farmer is not going to suffer in 
the future. The best opening and the best destiny, industrially, 
of any man or of any industry in this country is the future ot 
tho sound, honest, thrifcy farmer, in my judgment. [Applause.] 
His prosperity will, I believe, be permanent. Nothing short of 
famine or pestilence seems likely to impede it, and even these 
will bring him less suffering than will come to tho millions who 
throng the cities and who depend upon him. 

I know that some strictures have been laid upon this measure 
as un-Republican. My good friend who sits hero [Mr. DALZELL], 
who ha.s led the battle for many years for protection, whose 
ability and courtesy I have always respected, and whom I ad
mire as a man, seems to fear that this is not good Republican 
doctrine. I tell him that the Republicanism that has giYen life 
to the party is not altogether its industrial policies. It is the 
party of freedom and progress. The Republicanism that li\es, 
the Republicanism of freedom, does not rest on any mere 
domestic policy. 

I believe that with all our strength of production, with our 
vigor of diversified industry, we can reduce tariffs substan
tially and in some industries to tho point of a revenue basis, 
and I do not believe that tho future of our country or of our 
neighbor to the north will be advanced by longer impeding the 
flow of natural commerce and natural trade between these two 
great peoples. [Applause.] 

Others Ila.Ye presented figures and analyzed tables and dwelt 
upon statistics. These may be ingeniously employed to the 
advantage of either side and to some extent have been during 
this debate. I have neither time nor inclination to dwell upon 
them. From as fair and impartial a summing up as I am able 
to make one thing appears. Tllat is, the cost of prolluction in 
Canada an.cl the United States of tho commo<litics affected by 
this bill is so nearly identical as to bring the measure within 
tho doctrine of tho Republican platform of 1008. 

Imperfect though it may l>e, it is in the main in line with 
modern thought and with modern and progressiye Republican· 
ism. I shall support it in tl,io- firm faith that the future will 
justify it, and that ya.st and general benefits will flow to all 
our people and to the generations yet to be. 
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Mr. DALZELL. I yield :fise minutes to the gentleman from 

Minnesota [Mr. VOLSTEAD]. 

:Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, in the time allotted to me I 
wish to talk on one or two points. I did not intend to take any part 
in this discussion, because I have stated my views quite freely on 
other occasions. As preliminary I might say that my friend who 
3ust spoke [l\Ir. NYE] appealed to sentiment, and in bis inimi- . 
table style ridiculed as sordid those who oppose this treaty. It 
is true generally that in this discussion there has been an appeal 
to sentiment rather than sense, ridicule rather than reason. 
But, gentlemen, it seems to me the question for us to settle can 
not be solved by such means. Sentiment will not satisfy the 
man that is robbeu nor ridicule deter him from retaliating 
against unfair treatment. Reciprocity between our people 
should be our first consideration. This is an act to help special 
interests at tlle expense of our formers and to help the cities 
at the expense of the country. Yes, but they tell us that the 
farmers can not be hurt, been-use it is insisted that the price of 
form products are fixed in f~r'eign markets. This assertion, 
though absolutely ridiculous as to most of the products with 
which this treaty will place us in competition with Canada, has 
been repeated over and over again in this discussion. 

If the domestic price of wheat is fixed by the export price, then 
the price at Minneapolis should be the foreign price less the 
cost of placing it on the foreign market. The Interstate Com
merce Commission a day or two ago gave me the export freight 
rate from .Minneapolis to New York at 13.8 cents per bushel by 
the fill-rail route and 11.8 cents by the lake-and-rail route; and 
the De11artrnent of Commerce and Labor says the ocean rate 
from New York to Liverpool has been from 4 to 5 cents per 
bushel during 1910. This makes a total freight rate of 18 cents 
per bm;hel, ran and ocean, :md 16 cents by lake, rail, and ocean 
routes. This is just about what it llas been in the years past. 
I will print in connection with these remarks tables which I 
obtained from the Department of Commerce nnd Labor. These 
tables give the prices of wheat at Minneapolis, Winnipeg 
and Liyerpool since September 1, 190D. They show that dur: 
ing 18 out of the 20 months wheat at Minneapolis was too high 
priced to permit of the export of a single bushel. For three 
months it was higher than the Liverpool prices. In the face of 
this fact, can anyone contend that Liverpool fixed the price of 
our wheat during that time? Like tables can be had for a num
ber of years in the pa.st. Everybody who has lh·ed in my section 
of the country and paid any attention knows that this is true, as 
newspapers in their market reports ha\e constantly called at
tention to it. 

In the Minneapolis Journal, one of the leading newspapers of 
that section, which I received this morning, is a statement that 
w.heat is still too high for foreign export. 

C:rnada exports nearly all the time, and their prices are con
sequently much lower than the United States. 

The President in two different speeches has stated that prices 
of wheat and other cereals are from 10 to 15 cents higher in 
Minneapolis than Winnipeg. He might have called attention to 
the fact that in 1D05 the difference in price of wheat was 22 
cents and that lUinneapolis then imported · from Canada more 
than 3,200,000 bushels, upon which a duty of 25 cents per bushel 
was paid. Only about half a million bushels of this was after
wards exported. The recent report of the Tariff Board, made 
upon careful investigation of prices, sustains the statement of the 
President as to this difference, not only :is to wheat but also 
barley, flax, and other farm products, and no one has seriously 
attempted to dispute the fact. Some cheap attempts have been 
made to deceive the farmers by comparing prices of some prod
ucts in eastern Canada with prices on this side in the· l\Iiddle 
West, b~t such comparisons deceive no one, not even those who 
engage in that pastime. Some have claimed that the difference 
in prices only applies to small localities, but this is clearly dis
proved by the fresident's statement and by tlle revoi't of the 
Tariff Board. 

That report shows higher prices than Winnipeg, not only at 
Minneapolis but also at Kansas City, St. Louis, Chicago and 
other large grain markets of this country. To talk. ~bout 
:Minneapolis nnd Winnipeg, the two greatest primary wheat 
markets of the world, as local in character, is about as absurd 
as anything can be. .Anyone that knows anything about the 
wheat tra~e knows that Minneapolis fixes the price of nearly 
nll our sprmg wheat and buys large quantities of winter wheat 
from Kansas and Nebraska. Winnipeg is the gateway for all 
of western Canada, and dominates that market. Equally ridic
ulous is tbe suggestion made by some that the difference be
tween Minneapolis and Winni11eg is due to lack of elevator or 
transportation facilities. This suggestion is a mere insinuation. 
The Tariff Board found nothing upon which such a claim could 
be based. The wheat prices of Winnipeg are fo1~ wheat in store 

at elevators in Fort William or Port Arthur, and. not for wheat 
located at Winnipeg. These great terminal elevators .are as 
able to handle grain as :Minneapolis, and they have the same 
freight rate· for foreign export as Minneapolis and Duluth. 

But the argument mainly relied upon to show that prices are 
not affected by the tariff is that we export large quantities. 
This fallacy has done duty for many years, and I presume we 
ought to approach it with the reverence due to its age. The 
vicQ of tbe argument is that it entirely ignores actual conditions. 

If all the wheat was of one quality, located at the same 
2pot, and bad to be sold on the same day the contention would 
be very perrnasive, but that is not the situation. You may · 
overload and depress the market for a month or two until it 
gets low enough for export and a few bushels may be exported, 
still during the rest of the y(tar, \vhile more than four-fifths of 
the crop is being marketed, our prices may be too high for 
export. This surplus may be in Kansas or Nebraska without 
affecting the prices at Minneapolis or other large markets. 
This is the usual Rituation. Then again you may have a wheat 
that can not be sold to advantage in this country, because of 
its character. This is true of the durum wheat; as u conse-

1quence it does not compete to any great extent with our other 
wheat in the domestic market. It is about the only export tlrnt 
has come from the , spring-wheat section in years. The Agri
cultural Department says that for the year ending June 30, 
1911, more than 20,000,000 bushels of this wheat either as 
wheat or flour was exported. 

The total export of wheat and wheat flour during the cal
endar year of 1910 was equal to about 62,000,000 busbels, of 
this about 24,000,000 bushels was exported as wheat, the bal
ance as flour. The Pacific coast exported last year wheat and 
wheat fl.our amounting to approximately 17,000,000 bushels. 
This wheat does not come in competition with wheat raised 
east of the Rocky l\fountains where you propose to dump 
Canadian wheat, as the freight rates are too hig,h to make 
such competition possible. 

Now, let us deduct from the 62,000,000 bushels this 17 000 000 
bushels. This leaves 45,000,000 bushels. Deduct from this' the 
durum wheat, 20,000,000, and you have left som~ 25,000,000 
·bushels. Nearly all of this 25,000,000 bushels goes out as 
a low-grade fllmr, for wlikh there is a very poor market 
in the United States. The reason why~ the -higher gi·ades 'do , ' 
not go to foreign countries is well known. Nearly all the wheat 
that enters the foreign trade, except that from Canada and 
the durum from the United States, is a soft winter wheat of 
poor. q~alit!. To. make a good flour from this it is necessary 
to mix it with a higher grade. For some years Europe importetl 
high-grade flour for this purpose, but soon found it more profit
able to mix the high grades of wheat with the low grades of 
wlleat. This not only gives better results, but is otherwise more 
advantageous. 

When you come to consider that this export comes in small 
lots, at different times of the year, and is of the character that 
I h~ve suggested, th~re is no difficulty in understanding why the 
tariff nffects the price of wheat. The difference in prices be
tween Canada, the United States, and Liverpool is an absolute 
demonstration of this effect. nut let me call your attention to 
other farm products. ·wheat is but one and to many sections 
not the most important. 

No one has contended that any foreign market fixes tbe price 
of our barley, flaxseed, rye, buckwheat, oats, hay, potatoes, 
butter, cheese, eggs, and the like. Barley is in many sections 
more in:lportant than wheat. The United States produced some 
162,000,000 bushels last year. Of. this an amount no greater 
than that produced in a single township in my section was ex
ported from the east half of tlle United States. A small amount 
was exported from the Pacific coast, but that barley can not 
come in competition with barley raised in the great agricultural 
section of our country, as the freight is 50 cents a hundred 
pounds from the Pacific coast to Minneapolis. The brewers are 
about the only ones that will profit by Canadian barley. We 
produced 33,000,000 bushels of rye last year. Of this less than 
20,000 bushels went beyond our borders during that time. The 
distillers of rye whisky smile over the prospects that cheaper 
Canadian rye will add to their profits. Flaxseed is another im
portant crop. Until last year we produced enough for borne 
consumption, but as prices had not been sufficient to pay for 
production, the acreage decreased; this in connection with a 
small crop in North Dakota left the home market short. We 
exported last year less than $7,000 worth and imported more 
than $18,000,000 worth. Canada has the soil nncl situation to 
put our farmers out of the business of raising flaxseed. Barley 
and flax usually sell in Winnipeg for about 20 cents per bushel 
less than in Minneapolis. 

Our production of buckwheat, oats, potatoes, hay, butter, 
cheese, eggs, and the like is just about equal to our home con-
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sumption. There is no export of any consequence of any of 
these. Those who are in fa-vor of this treaty h~:n-e studiously 
tried to force whea,t to the front as the only article affected. 
Is not this a trick to divert attention from the real issue? It 
will not only affect every article thnt I ha\e enumerated, but 
eyery farm product, both North uncl South. The opening of the 
Uississippi Valley took from eastern farmers hundreds of 
millions of dollars. It gave you ruined farms, deserted homes. 
You propose to open another empire of rich soil, in which plant 
food has b-ecn stored for un.tolll centuries, and let our farmers, 
who are compelled to fertilize their soil and expend on it \ery 
much more labor than is required on new land to produce a 
crop, compete, and at the same time you expect them to sup
port a system of protection for the factory. You have i1romised 
him different trentment. You may have the power to make hirn 
submit, but are you sure that it will profit you? If he was get
tiug an undue advantage he might not find fault; but there is 
110 class of our citizens that receive as little reward for toil or 
pri rntions as does the farmer. The .Agricultural Department, 
iu Farrpers' Bulletin No. 437, just issued, says that-

In actual practice and for many reasons not foreseen at the outset the 
average profits in farming, aside from the uise in the value of the land 
itself, are not large, but on the other hand extremely modest. 

This was also the judgment of the Senate committee that 
recently investigated this subject. 

This proposition is not fair and should not pass. [Applause 
on the Republican side.] 

APPENDIX. 
.Minneapolis cash wheat quotations of Nos. t ancl 2 northem (track) 

compared icith Wimiipcg quotations of No. 1 northern " ... in sto1·e,' 
Fort William 01· Port A.rtlmr terminal ele-r;ators, and Liverp.ooZ quota
tions of No. 2 northern, .Manitoba. 

Weekly (Tuesday) quotations of ioheat in the Mi111ieapolis, Winnipeg, 
and Liverpool markets, Sept. G, 1910, to A.pr. 18, 1911. 

[Data taken from Commercial West, published at Minneapolis, Minn., and Ilroom· 
lmll's Corn Tro.de News, published at Liverpool.] 

Minneapolis. Winnipeg. Liverpool. 

No.I No.2 No.I No.2 No.2 
northern northern. northern. northern. northern. Manitoba. 

1010. 
Sept. 6 ...... $1. I2i Sl. lOg Sl.05 Sl.03i $1.20! 

1. 02, 1. 01 1.181 I3 .... 1. lli 1.09g 
20 •••• 1.11t 1.09 1.01 99 1.18~ 
'Zl •..• 1.lOt 1.08 99 941 

Lm Oct. 4 .... LIO LOS! 981 941 1. 
11... ..... 1.09} 1.071 97 93, 1.1 
18 .... 1.05 1.03 95~ 921 1.16 
25 .... 1.04! 1.02., 94i ~t 1.15i I.08 

Nov. I .... 1.02 1.00 89! 11.05 
8 .... 2 1.02 21.()() 90 87 1.031 

15 ••.. 1.07 1.05, 94 91 1.03 
22 .•.. l.05i L04k 941 91! 1.08 
29 •••. 1.03 1. Oli 90 87 1.05, 

Dec. G ••.. 1.0-!i 1. 02! 91i 88i I.06! 
13 .... 1.021 l.Oli 89, 86t 1.051 
20 •••• 1.02! 1. 01 90 87t l.04J 
'Zl ••.• 1. 02; 1.00i 891 8Gi 1.05, 

1911. 
fan. 3 ...... 1.00i 

'·m 
92} 89! 1.091 

10 .... 1.08t 1.06 95 92 1.09~ 
17 .... 1.08 1.06 95; 92t 1.lOi 
24 ........ L.051 1.02 94 91 1.11! 
31... ... L04f I.02; 92 89 1.111 

Feb. 7 .•.. 1.01 99 92 89 1.11 
14 .... 97! 95i 90! 881 1.11 
21... ... .. :1 ~u 901 871 1.09! 
28 ...... 88 83t 1.08~ 

Mar. 7 ...... 99 971 881 86 1.08 
14 .... 99 971 90 87! l.07i 
21... ... 981 961 901 87i 1.071 
28 •••• 951 93} 89i 87 1.071 

Apr. 4 .... 93 91 88 85 1.05! 
11... ... 981 961 89:1 87 1.07 
18.-.. 98 96 90! 88 ................ 

1 Quotation for new crop. 
: Quotation is for November 9, November 8 being a holiday in the United :states. 

Quotattons of flaxseed at the Minneapolis, Duluth, and Winnipeg m,ar
T;ets from Sept. 2a, 1910, to Jan. t3, 1911., as reportea by OommerciaJ 
West. 

[Price per bushel.] 

Dates. Ui~ll:.ap- Dnluth. Winnipeg. 

1910. 
Sept. 26.............. . . . . . . . . . . • . . ... • • • . . . ... . . . . . . . . $2. 70 $2. 78 52. 48 
Oct. 3............ .• . . . . • . • ... . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2. 54 2. 53 2.15 

10... ...... • . . ... . • .. . . . . ... . . • . . . • ... . .... . ... . . . . . . . . 2. 66~ 2. 65~ 12. 44 
17......................................................... 2.64 2.64 2.40 
!34............................................. 2. 57i 2. 61 2. 39 
31... ................................................. . 2. 60! 2. 61! 2 2. 43 

Nov. 7............................................................. 2.G3 2.04 2.45 
1'1....................................................... 2. 70 2. 74 2. 52 

21......................................... ...... . . . . . . . . 2. 591 2. GL} { : ~: ~~ 
28. ...................................... •• . . . • . . . . . 2. 54 2. 53 2. 20 

Dec. 5... •• • .•• ...... .. ........ .. ........ .. .. . . .. .. . . . . 2. 55 2. 54 2. 25 
12 .......................................... ..... .................... ..... ........ . 
19 ........................................................ ...... . ······ ············ ............. . 
27....... . ... . ... . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . ... . . . ... . . . • . . . . . . 2. 42 2. 37 2. 07 

1911. 
Jan. 3 .......................................................... . 

0 .................................................. . 
I6 ......................................... . . 
23 ....................................... . . 

2.4Sl 
2.53 

5 2. !ll 
2. 03~ 

i October 11 quotation. 
2 November 1 quotntion. 

a November l>icl. 
• D cccm ber bid. 

2.471 
2.53 

52. 61 
2.03} 

5 January delivery. 

2.22 
2.26 
2. 42 
2. 25 

lHr. DALZELL. 1\Ir. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to tho 
gentleman from Washington [l\Ir. LA 1'oLLETTE]. 

l\fr. LA FOLLETTE. l\Ir. Chairman, this debate on CanacliGn 
reciprocity has Imel a wide range; it is wen that it llas, and 
proper that it should. This is a momentous question, ancl one 
affecting for benefit or injury all of our people. 

I protest against the attempt to close this debate or the fix~ 
ing of a elate to close until each and en~ry l\fcmbor on both 
sides of this Chamber who so desires has had ample timo to 
express his -views on this great measure. Neither the Demo
cratic nor the Republican Party cnn afford to suppress full nnd 
free discussion in deb a ting a question of such importance as 
this. I have no apology to offer for having nskod for an honr 
on this question, even though a new Member. I am as much 
concerned, and my constituents as much interested, as if I had 
served here for 30 years. I can not help feeling, as I hear men 
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nsking for time and unable to secure time enough fully to ex
press themselves, that they have the right to demand it. 

What is the vressing need for a hurried vote on this question? 
Will it not stand investigation? Do you think you ar~ currying 
any fa Yor from the farmer or anybody else by shuttmg off de
ba tc on a question of such vital importance to him as is this? 

SO~EWilAT Oli' A "nunE,, MYSELF. 

One of the gentlemen on that side of the Chamber referrctl to 
the farmer yesterday as a "Reuben." WelJ, I am a "Rube" 
myself. 

\Vhcn this report reaches the Farmers' Cooperative Union 
nnd the great grange organization of this country, they will 
ha Ye something to say about the short time gi\en to debating n ' 
question of such importance that a special session of Congress 
was callecl to c.onsider it. The distinguished gentleman from 
Connecticut, and others here, hnve given a great array of fig
ures to justif-y the passage of this measure, covering tlrn rela
tive conditions in the two countries, scale of wages paid, ancl 
so forth, attempting to show that there is no discrimination 
against the farmer, but there was one item they failed to take 
into consideration. Otherwise I would pay no attention to 
their glittering array of figures. 

They failed to count in the cost of the fertilizer that thou
sands and thousands of our farmers have to use. The Nortll, 
East, rind the South arc full of fertilizer factories. The great 
pa.eking houses of our country put it out by thousands of tons. 
The newspaper farmer, the banking farmer, the factory farmer, 
and, very often, the statistical farmer do not always take this 
item into account, but the bona fide farmer docs. 

I venture to say that thousands of our farmers pay out more 
per acre for fertilizers than it costs thousands of Canadian 
farmers to put in and harvest their crops per acre. Do you 
think in cases like that they can compete on a free-trade basis 
with him? 

WHAT rRICES DOES LI\ERPOOL li'IX? 

We ham heard much about Liverpool fixing prices. Liver
pool docs not fix the price on apples in the United States, 
does it? It does not fix the price of barley, does it? It does 
not fix the price of hay, does it? Or of potatoes? No; nor of 
wheat, except to a limited extent, and every intelligent farmer 
knows it. There are many factors affecting prices all the 
time, but the farmer does know that 25 cents tariff on the 
bushel protects him against the competition of Canadian wheat. 

I am only a plain farmer, one of that class whom the gen
tlemen on that side of the Chamber an.cl some of those on this 
side are trying so hard to convince will not be hurt by the 
passage of a measure of this kind. 

I wish to say to those on this side of the Chamber, who a.re 
mostly high protectionists for the manufactured products of 
their States and communities, and who arc now arguing this 
heresy of the farmer's product going on the free list against 
the only country he has any need to fear as a competitor in 
nearly all that he produces, that they are either inconsistent 
now or else must admit they have for many long years been 
attempting to flimflam the farmer by word, act, and acquiescence 
in this protection to his industries. 

CAN FARMERS BI!l BLAMED FOR susrICIONS? 

Can you blame the farmers of this country for doubting your 
sincerity? Who constituted you the arbiters of his fortune and 
the judge of what would be his benefit? Ancl I will say to 
the gentlemen on that side of the Chamber, who are arguing 
along tllc snme lines, that as a party they are as inconsistent. 

Under your great Wilson bill, when you had the opportunity 
to carry out these free-trade heresies, did your party im1n·ove 
it? No. 

Tllnt Jaw carried protection to all farm products, as did the 
McKinley law. It is true it reuuced the rates on those products, 
as it did in common with other schedules. Did those reductions 
help anybody or the Government? No. 

The effect was exn.ctly the opposite. Why did not your party, 
when it ll:ul the opportunity, put all farm products on the free 
list, includiug hemp, cane, cotton, peanuts, wlth all the products 
of tlle South and North? You arc very solicitous for tlle 
welfare of the farmer, and you also desire to tickle tlle con
sumer. It is politics you nre playing, and you no more desire 
free trade as a party than do these proselytes, now your col
lengucs on this side of 1.lle Cllfilllber, and you arc attempting to 
bunco the farmer as well as they arc. 

Mr. Chairman, some of tlle gentlemen on that side of the 
Chamber :mcl the Democratic press of the country have criti
cized the insurgent Republicans for working hand in hand with 
the Hon. JosErr-I G. CANNON and other so-called standpat Re
publicans on this great question. 

I have no doubt it gives them n pain to fincl thnt most of those 
insurgents who rebelled against so-called usurpation of power 
by not only Mr. CANNON, but by other Speakers who preceded 
him, who took different views on methods of procedure ancl re
vising the rules of the House that he and other gentlemen did, 
to find that when it ca.me to great questions like tl10 _present 
one, a proposition tllat can-ies with it a vita.I principle im·olv
ing not only the financial but the moral interests of the country 
that these insurgents were still Ilnpublicuns. 

INSUilGB~'.rS WO'GLD C IlnECT .A.DUSES . 

The so-called insurgent Ilepubll ans arc progressive. They 
want to see the Republic:m Party correct any abuses that have 
grown up within the party .and the Nation during its long and 
I will s:iy glorious life. No other political party on earth can 
point with vride to the achievements along all lines of human 
endc:i.yor as those that have been written on history's pages 
during the life of tllis great party. If the Democrats of this 
country thought a difference of opinion on some questions was 
going to cause n. split in tllc Republican Party, that progressives 
would forsake tlle party of Lincoln, Garfield, and l\IcKinley, 
those three great martyrs, the party of Grant a.ncl Sumner, of 
James G. Illainc, Oli>er P. Morton, an.cl other noted statesmen, 
they must ha >e been grieyously disappointed. 

l\Ir. Chairman, I think the Republican Party is to be con
gratulated that it contains an element of progressiveness, just 
as I think the Democratic Party should thank Goel that they 
haYe insurgents and progressives in their party, for they are 
the balance wheels that pre\ent parties from going to destruc
tion, and it is necessary that we have great political parties. 

l\Ir. Chairman, the South has thousands of farmers, broad
minLled, well-informed men, who have within the last few fmrs 
awakened to the necessity of cooperation. I have met ma.n.r of 
then1 and have the good fortune to belong to the same fraterhal 
and economic unions that many of them db. I lla>c learned to 
appreciate their sterling qualities, their sense of honor, and 
their liberality in reciprocal relations between cur order in 
different parts of our common country. 

I ha\e traveled to some extent in the SouthlanQ.., through the 
Virgini::ts, Carolinas, and through Georgia, Tennessee, and Ken
tucky. It is a wonderful land. But much of it shows. the effects 
of one to two hundred years of use. The farmers who arc so 
braYely trying to meet the responsibilities of life, rear their 
families, and maintain their high moral und social standards 
unclcr the conditions incident to a depleted soil are worthy of 
all honor and consideration and the highest respect of their 
countrymen. 

SE~TI!l!EXT HOLDS SOUTIIEnN FARMERS. 

As I traveled through parts of the South and contrasted their 
farms and farm land with that of the boundless West I was 
prone to say: " God pit.-y them; their condition in life is hard 
indeed. Why do they stay here when they can do so much better 
in tlle West or in Canada?" And then the words of Scott's 
poem, in his Lay of the Last Minstrel, came into my mind : 

Ilreathes there the man with soul so dead 
Who never to himself hath said, 
This is my own, my native land! 

And the question was answered, this was home-the magic 
word "home." To-day, as ever, every rightly constituted man 
and woman, wherever they arc and whatever their station, long 
for home, sweet home. Thousands have left the Southland to 
rnnke their homes in the North and West, and while they have 
vro811ercd and grown rich there, they still exclaim of the States 
of their birth: That "is my own, my native land!" 

I lln.ve talked with many of them and hearcl their stories, 
contrasting the ofttimes struggle for existence on mn.ny of the 
farms of tne East and South with their condition of peace and 
plenty in the West. 

Mr. Chairman, being a farmer myself and, I think, under
standing farming conclitions fairly well in all sections of this 
Union, I will never knowingly support a measure that clis
criminates against the farmer or strikes at his welfare as n. class, 
even though I know some of them would be benefited thereby. 

NO WHEAT, BUT I'OLITICIANS. 

The gentleman from North Carolirul. said they did not raise 
wlleat down in his State; and his own lack of knowledge of the 
industry pro>cs that he at least never raised it, or is in any 
w:iy informed on the subject. nut they do raise wheat, cotton, 
corn, hemp, sweet potatoes, tobacco, f-ruit, and many other 
products, and some of their politicians do raise "h" with a dash 
nn<l nu "l." 

I desire to warn tlw Members from West Virginia, Virginia, 
:m<l all of those States that a.re putting out thousands of :i.cres 
of apples that Canada raises apples, and has hunclrcds of thou-
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sands of acres of as good apple land as there is in the world, 
and their apples nre better keepers than those raised in south
ern climes. I will give you apple statistics a little later. 

I think your southern apple and tobacco raisers, your grow
ers pf cane. cotton, and rice, of cattle, sheep, and wool, and all 
other products are deserving of protection against the products 
of any- foreign country that might come in competition with 
them. Your country raises some of the products that Canada 
does. In tobacco and apples she would become a great competi
tor with Canada under free trade. As far back as the year 
1901 Canada produced 11,266,732 pounds of tobacco, as shown 
by the Canadian Year .Book of 1909, and the same authority 
shows that in 1906 she had 155 tobacco manufactories capital
ized at $15,274,923. 

WHY NOT FREE-LIST SUGAR? 

In this famous compensation bill which you have introduced 
as a sop to the farmer are you putting tobacco and tobacco 
products on the free list? Thousands of them use it, as well 
as do other thousands of our citizens. Canada also has sugar 
factories and can raise sugar beets in any quantity. You could 
probably benefit Canada and the American consumer if you 
would put sugar on the free list. Do you intend to do it in this 
compensation bill of yours? 

Our farmers all use sugar when they have the money to buy 
it; so does the great mass of the people you call the consumer, 
though the farmer is the heaviest consumer of any one class 
because there is more of him: If you want to help those poor 
consumers in the tenements and factories, do you not think they 
would get as much benefit from free sugar as from free 
potatoes? 

The farmer is not altogether a hog, although he raises a few. 
He does not ask for special reductions in his favor. All he 
asks is a square deal for all the people. You can not fool 
him with this compensation bill of yours that does not com
pensate. Quit playing politics and play ball. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from North Carolina points 
with pride to this as a Democratic measure. I am very willing 
they shall father it, and I very much regret that a Republican 
President has seen fit to champion so unjust and nonmeritorious 
a measure as this so-called reciprocity fiasco. He is a great 
lawyer, an eminent jurist, and an authority on government, 
but doubtless has had but little time to give to economic ques
tions. 

His en>ironment and occupation have been such that, evi
dently, he has given little thought to agricultural questions, 
and jn this case we consider he has been very unfortunate in 
his advisers. 

If we refer to the table of articles on which Canada would 
ha>e to remit to us on 1910 business under this agreement, we 
find that Uniteu States coal shippers would be benefited to the 
extent of $455,246, a little more than one-sixth of the money 
that Canada woulcl have to remit under this act. 

GOOD THIXG FOR MIXE OW!i!EllS. 

And while this would be a good thing, no doubt, for some of 
the American mine owners, and so forth, it is no help in the 
world to that large coalless region lying contiguous to Canada's 
immense coal fields. Canada has a rate of 53 cents the ton 
against the United States rate of 45 cents the ton, and Canada 
did make a rate reciprocal with ours, or 45 cents the · ton, but 
no consumers of coal in the United States are benefited thereby. 
Still. one-sixth of the business on which Canada remits is coal. 

I ha-ve heard much said about this measure, but as yet I 
ha.ye never heard one word that shows any crying need for it 
or any valid reason why it should not be amended and made a 
just reciprocity measure, or else defeated. 

The cry is made that the exactions of the Paper Trust nre 
grievous. Are they more grievous than a great many others 
whose products are really benefited by this measuTe? I ha>e 
not heard any reason assigned for the fisherman's products be
ing placed on the free list. The framers of this measure have 
tried to justify themselves with the farmer, but not the fisher
man. I presume the difference is caused by the farmer's much 
larger voting number. They need to fool him, but the fisher
man politically can not figure very heavily, so it is not neces
sary even to apologize for placing his products on the free list. 

When this measure passed the House last winter, 2,100 
Gloucester · fishermen placed their flags at half-mast, and well 
they might. Canada, with its relatively smaller popul::i.tion, has 
the same fishing possibilities as this country, and our fishermen 
already feel its competition. According to the statistics we 
ha-ve here, Canada exported of dutiable fish of all kinds to the 
United States in 1910 more than 73,000,000 pounds, while the 
United States sent into Canada less than 4,000,000 dutiable 
product. 

SACRIFICES FISHERMEN FOR MANUFACTURER? 

Does fae sponsor of this bill in the House [Mr. McCALL] feel 
that the fishermen of his State are not as worthy of considera
tion and protection as are its manufacturers? 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that the principle of protection to 
American manufacturers on the basis we have conducted it has 
been shamefully abused, but as against that abuse and absolute 
free trade for our country, I think the latter would work to our 
people far greater calamity than have the abuses under the 
former. 

I believe In tariff revision. I believe in an effective tariff 
con;imission that will check the abuses that have long years 
existed under the system. But while I think absolute free 
trade would be a calamity, yet from the viewpoint of justice 
and right, is much more defensible than this attempt to single 
out three or four of our industries and arbitrarily place them 
on the free list 

Mr. Chairman, I do not consider it justifiable to try and cor
rect something we regard as a commercial mistake by com
mitting an 'act of injustice or a moral wrong. L raise my 
voice here against the attempted rank injustice done to each 
and every interest being discriminated against under this treaty. 
As I have said, I am a farmer. I am a member of the Grange 
and the Farmers' Union, and have been a member of e>ery 
farmers' organization of any scope we ha>e had in the United 
States for the last 30 years. I know how they as a class feel 
about this measure. I am in receipt of petitions that represent 
the desires of thousands of farmers on this question, and those 
in favor of this measure are in the proportion of about 1 to 
1,000. These .petitioners are farmers who represent all political 
parties. 

The Farmers' Union and Grange of the North, East, West, 
and a part of the South are against this discriminating treaty. 
Even though in some cases it might benefit some of them, they 
object to the unjust features of the measure. 

l\ir. Chairman, the cry of the Members on that side of the 
House that this is a blow at protection is not borne out by 
the effect of the Democratic reciprocity measure which was 
on the statute books of this country from 1854 to 18<35. · 

It had the same free trade provisions, and the only thing it 
demonstrated to this country was that Canada had vastly the 
better of the · deal, and that at a time when its agricultural 
production was not a drop in the bucket to what it is. now, 
and when its chance for the better of the treaty was nothmg to 
what it is at the present time, nor is it now a drop in the 
bucket to what it will be in the future. 

On most of the articles Canadians can not raise Canad:i 
refused to reciprocate. It puts some fruits and vegetables on 
the free list, for it, in a greater or less degree, raises most of 
them, but oranges, lemons, pineapples, and fruits of that kind 
it refused to let in free. They were entirely too good revenue 
getters, and it would likewise offend some other nations with 
which Canada does business if it discriminated in favor of tho 
United States. 

CANADA WINS DY TE:\IPTING SOUTII. 

The only wonder · is that Canada put cottonseed oil on the 
free list. Those long-headed Canadian statesmen must have 
realized that they would have to concede something to our 
Southland or fail of its support for this measure. Accordingly 
they put cottonseed oil on the free list and made a very sub
stantial reduction on peanuts. Thus on the basis of 1910 busi
ness Canada would remit on those two products $219,223.85, 
_which is between lli and 12 per cent of the entire amount 
Canada would have to remit. 

Now, while I have referred to this I do not for one minute 
think this is influencing the vote of any Member on that side of 
this Chamber, whatever I may think of other motives, probably 
not so worthy, influencing some of them. 

I am sure of one thing, and that is that it did not influence 
Senator JosEPH W. BAILEY, of Texas, when he said on the floor 
of the Senate last winter that he would never support a measure 
so unjust to the American farmer as this one. 

1\ir. Chairman, in looking up the meaning of tho word recip
rocate, in order to be sure that I was giving to the word its true 
meaning and not simply what I myself thought it should mean, I 
found that Webster gives as the logic of reciprocating, "A propo
sition which asserts subject and predicate to be equal and iden
tical in extent." 

Taking Webster as an authority for the meaning of the word, 
I want to say that the title of this bill is a misnomer; that in 
few particulars are there any truly reciprocating features in it. 

In my judgment it should be entitled "An act of discrimination 
against certain classes of our people in favor of Canada." 

There are several propositions involved in this question, and 
tlle one that naturally appeals to us is the financial side, but 
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in passing laws the Congress of the United Stutes is nevor 
justified in passing them purely for financial reasons when there 
is a moral consideration at stake of -vastly more importance 
to the Nation than is the mere question of dollars and cents. 

By what ethics can we justify the singling out of three or 
four of our industries n.nd putting their products or output on an 
absolutely free-trade basis, leaving other industries as fully 
protected as before? Is there any justice in sugh action? 

FEW CLASSES SACilIFICED. 

Yet this is what the proposed measure does. By what rigllt 
do we, as Representatives, take a measure of this kind, negoti
ated by men, but few if any of us ever heard of until this meas
ure came up-I mean those who represented the Department of 
Stn.te-1\'Ir. Pepper and .l\1r. Davis, who went up to Ottawa and 
there framed this measure that would depreciate in value the 
property of pa.rt of our people for the benefit of another part of 
our peo_p1e and the Canadians and their Government? 

Mr. Chairman, a measure of this kind, of such vital impor
tance to our governmental welfare and the welfare of vast num
bers of our people, is a thing which should not be entered into 
bnstily, its essential features trusted to untried and uninformed 
men. Neither should it be passed through Congress by any 
such hurry-up methods and urging against the amending and 
correcting of the unjust features of the llleasure as was prac
ticed and urged at the last session of Congress. I also question 
the moral right of any political party to go into caucus and 
agree to pass a drastic and unreasonable measure like this for 
political expediency, or to make such an attempt. 

Mr. Chairman, I found on my desk a few days ago a pam
phlet from the Government Printing Office, headed " Canadian 
reciprocity; extracts from the Daily Congressional Record 
from January 26, 1911., to March 4, 1.911." Among these ex
tracts I find one from' the speech of the Hon. Osc.A.B W. UNDER
wooD, of Alabama, in the House of Representatives, February 14. 
I desire to read an excerpt from that speech. The gentleman 
from Alabama says: 

Now as to agricultural machinery and meat. O! course I recognize 
that this bill ls not properly balanced when you put cattle on the fre-0 
list and leave a prohibitive tax on meat, as you do in this bill Ilut I 
want to call yom· attention to this fact: Suppose you put meat .coming 
from Canad:l. on the free list, would you get any meat to the consumers 
in this c-0untry? Not at all. The Cannd.ians do not produce enough 
meat for their own people. A little might come over the border here 
and there, but it would not .affect the price -0f meat in this counn·y. 

Mr. Chairman, I have not the pleasure of Mr. UND:imwoon·s 
acquaintance. I have no doubt but that he is an honorable, 
upright gentleman, and I would not for one minute impugn his 
motives in making this declaration; but I am inclined to think 
he made that statement from some preconceived ideas in the 
matter an.cl not from any statistical facts. While, no doubt, he 
thought he was rigllt, I think, Mr. Chairman, that I bold in my 
hand n document which will proTc to the satisfaction of the 
gentleman from Alabama that he was wrong. I haYe here a 
copy of the Canadian Yearbook for 1909. On page 124 of this 
book I find, under the heading of " Tm.de .n.nd Commerce, Table 
XXIX," information regarding the total a.mount of meat 
Canada exported to all countries during the years 1905 to 1909, 
inclusive. 

on the chessboard. This for the defenders of tbat system on 
both sides of this Chamber. 

Mr. Chairman, in this same pamphlet of extracts, already re
ferred to, I find a zj>eech of Senator Carter, of ~Iontana, de
livered in the United States Senate, in which he presented some 
excerpts from the statements ma.de by Mr. Pepper and Mr. Davis 
as to where the Canadian reciproeity measure benefits the 
farmer; they tell how many more vegetables the United States 
ships to Canada than Canada to us, and how this is going to 
help the farmer. He also refers to shipments of fruits. • 

WIIAT PERSONAL E:+J>E:RIENCE snows. 
l\fr. Chairman, I have been a fruit and yegetable grower for 

some 14 years, and I have exported by the carload into Canada, 
and presume I understand Canadian conditions and possibili
ties as well as l\Ir. Pepper and Mr. Davis do. I will not at
tempt to say that there will not be some cases where .American 
shippers would benefit under a reciprocal agreement that puts 
fruits and vegetables on the free list, but on the whole, with 
my knowledge of Canada's possibilities as to production of 
those fruits nnd vegetables tlrnt can be raised in that climate, 
in my judgment the United States producer will Jose infinitely 
more than he will gain by this arrangement. 

There is a widespread opinion that Canada can not raise 
fruit to any extent, and while p.urt of the data I have on this 
-subject is somewhat old, much of it is up to date. This is 
wbat Canada produced in fruit from 1871 to 1901, according to 
the Canndian Yearbook of 1909: 

1871 1881 1891 

Apples •••••••••••••• ·- •••. bushels.. 6, 365, 315 13, 377, 655 1, 519, 1113 
Peachcs .•• --·················do ............... ·········-·· 43,637 
Pears._ ••••••••••••••••••••.. do .................... ·-..... 229, 240 
Cherries ••.•••••••••••••••.•.• do.... ... .. . . . . .. .. .. ...... .. 192,369 
Plums .••••••••••••••••••.... do.... ........... ............ 266,350 
Othcrfruits ..••••••• _.~ •••••. do.... 3.58,963 841,219 320,641 
GrapC!! ...•••••••••••.••••. pounds .. 1,126,402 3,896,508 12,252,331 
Small fruits ••.•....•••..... quarts .... _ ·- ... _ ....... ·-·- -- _ ..... ·- --- .. 

1901 

18,626,186 
545,41.5 
531,837 
336, 751 
557,875 
70,396 

24, 302, 634 
21, 701, 791 

In ll>lO Canada shipped 8,126,084 pounds of dried apples, 
J ,C04,477 barrels of apples, which is nearly 5,000,000 bushels. 

If Canada has increased in the same pr-0portion in the last 
10 ycnrs that it did in the other decades referred to, it produces 
now something more than 30,000,000 bushels of apples, and we 
suppose other fruits in proportion. While this is not much 
fruit the possibilities of enormous accessions to this supply are 
staring the United States producer in the fa.ce, and even now 
the throwing of 10,000,000 or 15,00Q,000 bushels.on the .American 
market would materially decrease the price of apples to the 
Unitecl Stutes producer in the fall of the year when the 
majority of these fruits are marketed. 

He refers to cottonseed oil, and there, Mr. Chairman, I aclmit 
there will be .a distinct gain to our poople. Already Canada is 
using large qWl.Iltities, and putting this on the free list should 
help the cottonseed oil mills, and Canada can not produce it 
under natural or advantageous conditions, ancl if the United 
States could allow some product of Canada that would not in 
terfere with the living or welfare of some of our own people to 

CANADA LAnGE MEAT EXPORTER. come in free as an offset, it" would be fair and just reciprocity 
According to this table put out by the Oanadian Government, and carrying out the ideas of reciprocity as advocated by James 

the minimum amount of all classes of meat Canada has ex- G. Blaine and William McKinley. Neither of them ever hinted 
ported in any one of the years from 1D05 to H>CY.> is 83,909,745 at such reciprocity with Canad.a as is contemplated by this 
pounds, and the maxiDJ.um amount .exported in any one year measure. 
163,481,580 pounds, and a total for five years of 574,427,970 Mr. Pepper and l\Ir. Davis refer to sheep as follows: 
pounds. The sheep raisers of tho United States would be materially benefited 

We find in the list of meats shipped by the United States to by getting their sheep into Canada free. The Dominion, through its 
C cl l t th t ll kinds f ts fr h d a d · d department of agriculture, is now t:iking me:ins to increase the Cana 

ana a as year Q. a 0 mea - es ' resse ' rie ' dian supply of sheep. Under the present tariff of 25 per cent sheep to 
salted, b.:irreled, and canned, incll.1ding chicken-only a total of the value of $220,000 imported Into Can:ida from the United States 
18,110,642 pounds, less than one-fourth of the amount Canada have paid duties in excess of $GO,OOO. 
exported in any year from 1905 to 1009, both years inclusive. · n""TEnES~G FACTS OYERLOOKED. 

'£he gentleman from Alabama. was under the impression that These gentlemen failed to tell in this connection that the 
Canada could not raise enough meat for its own consumption. United States, on sheep imported into this country from Canad.a 
You can not judge of the possibilities of a country altogether by collected duties amounting to $103,519, and that Canada ex 
its exports and imports, and tbe fact that Cann.da imported ported to this country about three times as many sheep as we 
some meat from the United States was no proof that it could sent there. If this becomes a law the United States sheep man 
not procluce enough men.t for its own use. Some of the speeches is certainly worsted, as under this net Tast herds cn.n be driven 
made in the Sixty-first Congress, as well as in the present Con- down from Canada in the early spring into the United Stntes 
gress, in f:rrnr -0f this measure show an amazing lack of in- for there is no restriction. After shearing time they can be 
formation as regards Canada, or e1se a. willful desire to fool the driven back into Canada, thns putting large quantities of Cana 
American people, and this is another reason I am against this dinn wool on the free list as well as sheep, and becoming equal 
principle of attempting to decide 1he fate of a measure like this competitors in wool sales with our American growers. 
or any other by a caucus. The statement has been made on the floor of this House that 

A few men generally control these caucuses, fix their policy, the American negotiators of this measure desired to put men.ts 
and largely destroy the incentive of their members to invcsti- and meat products, as well as flour, on the free list, but that 
gate conditions for themseh·cs. In otheT words, the caucus de- 9a.nad_n. would ~ot agree to it. ~he idea that Canada, which 
stroys tbeir initiative, and they become automatons qr pawns is trymg to build up its rndustr1es and manufactures, would 
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reject a proposition that would gfre employment to lnbor and 
open up a 02,000,000-people market against their 7,000,000 who 
ha Ye immense quantities of grain in excess of. their own neecls 
m cl have only made a start on their possible production, would 
refuse to put flour on the free list. is too incredible for belief. 
The same might be said of meat products. If Canada can 
furnish the United States with the animals, they surely neecl 
not fear for their llome market, but shculcl jump at the twelve
foJc1 greater one. 

If 'una<la did so refuse, our repre~entativcs at the drafting 
of this meJsure would have been perfectly justified in refusing 
to in<lorse tlle agreement. I maintain. without any fear of suc
cef:· ·ful contradiction, that the admission of their raw products 
alJorn mentioned into the market of the United States gives the 
great milling industries of our country, the l\Ieat Trust, and 
otller 1wotected industries a chance to use the Canadian product 
to hammer down the vrice of the United States product without 
Bny necessity whatm·er for their giving to the consumer an equal 
i·ecl u c ti on. 

ADYOCATES OF MEJ.SUREl INCO~SISTE~T. 

These reciprocity disciples say in one l.n·eath that our people 
need all the flour and brc:i.dstuffs they can get, and in tlie next, 
"'Ye are the lnrgest exporters of wheat in the world." 

If t.hls is right, why this crying need?_ One assertion refutes 
the other. If it is true, there is only one need we could possibly 
haye for Canuda's products, and that is to use as a club to 
lrnrnmer dmvn American prices, which it would naturally do. 

Let us be bone-st with each other and the country. No in<1i
-vidual or party can afford to carry a measure by misstatement 
of facts or by attempting to mislead the class which has all to 
lose by this arrangement. 

l\lr. Chairmnn, the two subordinates of the State Department 
who negotiated this treaty for our country, these gentlemen to 
fortnue and fame unknown, give us "·wheat Yalues and reci
procity" as follows: 

T e wheat crop of the United Rtates in recent years bas varied from 
5:50.000,000 to 750,000,000 bushels por annnm. The present production 
of Canada is from 100,000,000 to 160.000,000 per annum. Optimists as 
to Cunada's possibilities in wheat raising go i:;o far as to estimate her 
wheat crop wllcn the Northwestern Provinces have been more thor
oughly setu'ed, at twice and even three times her present production. It 
is safe to assume that the Canadian snrplus of wheat for tbe immccllate 
future will amonnt to from 40,000,000 lmshcls to 100,000,000 bmihcls 
per annum. The price of whent in th e United States generally avcr;i.gcs 
as to the northwe. tern cropi:; fully 10 cents per bushel, :rnd sometimes 
so much as lu cents per bushel, higher than in the corresponding s~c
tions of Canada. The effect of the removal of the duty on wheat will 
be aclYantageous to Canada in that her whrat wlll be placed substan
tially on a parity with values in the 'O_nited States. 

Mr. Chairman, I ha·rc given these figures of the negotiators 
of this treaty as to wheut· values in the United States and 
Canncla especially for the benefit of the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. KITCHIN], \Yho so persistently, and I might say 
so insolently, branucd all those asserting this difference in price 
as falsifiers. 

... 
1ow, as to their claim reganling Canada's possibilities in 

wheat raising, I wish to read an cxeerpt from the report of a 
Canadian senate committee to their Pnrlinruent' after scieutific 
examination into Canada's lands and other resources: 

Within the scope of the committee's inquiry there is u possible nrea 
of GJo,000 sqnare miles titted for the growth of potatoes, 407,000 
squarn miles suitable for barley, .and 810,000 square miles suitable. for 
whent. * * * There ii:; u pastoral area of 860,000 square miles, 
2G.OOO of which is open prah"ic with occasional groves, the remainder 
l>einb more or lei::s wooclcd. 'l'llrougllout this arable and pastoral land 
latitude bears no direct relation to summer isotherms, the spring flow
ers and the buds of deciduous trees appearini:; as early north of Great 
Slave Lake as at Winnipeg, St. Paul, and :Minneapolis, or Ottawa, and 
earlict· along tlle Peace Ither and some minor western ailluents of the 
Greut Mackenzie Uh-er, where the climate resembles that of western 
Ontario. 

C~:~UDA ILl.S BOU~DLESS FAJDIS. 

And again: 
Three years ago Mr. Conroy, of the department of Indian atrail"s, re

porter! to a Canadian parliamentary committee that he had found ex
cellent farms in the latitude U:l degrees ~ minutes, which is almost as 
far north as Icelancl, farther north than the southern end of Greenland 
and some 800 iniles north of the upper boundary of Minnesota, where 
he saw heavy crops of wheat. oats, burley, and peas. Before he starte1l 
south. on .July 28, barley cutting was alreurly under way. He reported 
all kinds of wild frnits in the country, with the exception of apples, 
which can not be grown north of Edmonton. llut even as far north 
as Fort Providence he picked with his own hand fine strawberries, 
raspbPrrics, blueberries, and cranberries. And this is the territory even 
beyond that territory which Gen. Sherman once contemptuously desig
nated as "the frozen belt." 

We find that this 6"56,000 square miles fitted for the growth 
of potatoes amounts to 410,840,000 acres, and at 100 bushels 
to the acre-a low estimate for potatoes-gives a possible 
41,0 '4,000,000 bu hels of i1otatoes. Yet there arc people already 
beginning to bemoan the starvation of future generations for 
the Jack of food. We find that the 407,000 squure miles suitable 
to bnrley production is equivalent to 245,828,000 acres, which at 
the very low estimate of 10 bushels to the acre gives a produc-

tion of 2,458,280,000 bushels of barley. Need anybody fear that 
future generations will run out of that very essential article 
from which to make beer? 

We find that the 81G,OOO square miles suitable for raising 
wheat equals 522,2-:1.0,000 ·acres, which, at the very low cstimafo 
of 12 bushels to the acre, amounts to 6,266,880,000 bushels of 
wheat; and yet some of our pessimistic economists are already 
lying awake nights pondering where future generations are going 
to obtain their white loaf. If but one-half of this territory were 
used for purposes enumerated, still at Canada's average produc-
tion ver acre, it woulcl not reduce tbese figures. . 

We find that their 860,000 square miles pastoral area equals 
550,400,000 acres, which, allowing 10 acres to the head, would 
pasture 55,040,000 head of stock. And it is quite evident that 
Canada will alwnys be able to furnish its own meat supplies. 

The timber, the mineral, including coal, the fisheries, and 
other natural resources of Canada are probably unequalled by 
any like-sized territory on the face of the globe, aud we want 
to remember that it has 750,000 square miles more territory 
than is contained within the boundaries of the United States. 

WHEAT RESOURCES OF CAXADA E~DLEJSS. 

There is one valley up in Cnuncla that is capable of raising 
more wheat, or as much wheat, as l\Ir. Pepver claims optimists 
estimate for all Canada. This is known as the Pence RiYer Val
ley, and is made up of G5,000,000 acres of first-class agricultural 
land. Of the nature of its soil Prof. Tanner, the great English 
laboratory agriculturist, has revorted as follows: · 

"·e have hitherto considered the bin.ck earth of central Russia the 
richPst soil in the world. That l!rnd, however, llas now to yield its 
distinguished position to the rich, de<'p, black soil of western Canada. 
The earth here is a rich vei;etahle hnmus of from 1 to 4 feet in depth, 
witil a surface deposit rich m nitrogen, phosphoric acid, and potash. 

This one ndley, which, as compared to tbe whole of Cauadn, 
is ns the State of Missouri to the United States, is capable of 
pr0<1ncing nearly as much wheat as is now produced by tlle 
Unit0<l States. It is this wonuerful country, filled with such 
m:i.rvelous future possibilities, tlrn t our distinguished friend~ 
here who are fn.yoring this !Jill desire to place in compelitou 
with onr farmers and their too-often clepletetl soil. 

In return for the privilege of shipping tl1eir raw products 
into the United States free, among other things, Canada lln.s 
graciously made a reduction of some 14 per ccut in her tarifl'. 
rate on automobiles. The poor manufacturers arn1 the con
surncrs of tbut lu..""Cury will receive the benefit, an<l this alone 
shonlt1 console the fishermen of Gloucester, potato raisers of 
l\Inine, dairymen of New York, and apple raisers of Michigan. 

'l'lle reciprocity treaty which existed. IJctween the Unitct1 
Stutes and Canada from 1854 to lSG- hns IJeen both lauded an1l 
criticized, but whether or not this was a wise or beneficent 
meaRlll'e or a. weak and discriminating onD there 'is one fad of 
mathematical accuracy, and that is that the Government of 
Canndn was the financinl beneficiary and the Government of tho 
United States the heaYy loser . 

SU~lNER'S VIEW OF OLD TllEATY. 

Clrnrles Sumner, of Massachusetts, in a speech in the United 
Stutes Senate, January 11, 1864, said : 

I come, in the last place, to the innuencc of tile treaty on the r~venue 
of our country; and here the customhouse is our principal witness. 
Tbe means of determining this ques tion will be found in the authentic 
tables whicll have been published from time to time in reports of the 
Trensury, and especially in the report made to Congress at this session, 
which I have in my hand. 

Looking at these tables >•c find certain nno.nswerable points. I begin 
with an estimate founded on the trade llcforc the treaty. From this it 
appears that if no treaty hail l>ccn mad~, and the trndc had ~ncreUf'Prl 
in the same ratio as before the treaty, Canada would have pa1d to the 
United States in the 10 years of U1e treaty at least $10,373,880, from 
whicb she bas been relieved. This sum is actually lost to the UnitC'd 
~tates. In return Canada has given up $2,050,8{)0, l>cing the a.mount 
it wquld have collected if no treaty bnd been made. Here is a vast 
disproportion, to the detriment of the United States. 

Here is another lllnstrntion, derived from the taules : During the 10 
years of tbe treaty tl.JC United States have actually paid in duties to 
Cannda alone $10,802.062, while during this same period Canncla hns 
paid in duties to the Uni.ted States tbc very moderate sum of $030,447. 
IIcre ago.in is a vast disproportion, to the detriment of the United 
States. 

10 The same inequality mny ~ >C seen in another way. During tbe 
Tears of the treaty dutiable products of the United States have enter~n 
Canada and the other rrovmces to the amonnt of $83,347,010, while 
during this same period dntiable products of Canada and the other 
Provinces have entered the United States only to the amount of $7,750,-
482. During this same perio<l free products of the United States h~:e 
entere<l Canada and the other Provinces to the amount of $118,853,0 t 2, 
while free products of Canada and the other l'rovlnces have entered the 
United States to the amount of $178Ji00,184. Here again is a vast 
disproportion, to the detriment of the United Rtates. _ 

Add to these various results the statement in the report of the Sec
retary of the Treasury, which bas just been laid on our tables, in the 
following words : 

"The treat-y has released from duty a total sum of $42,333,257 in 
value of goods of Canada more than of goods tbe produce of the United 
States." (Foreign and Domestic ~ommerce, 1864, p. 53.) 

This conclusion is in substantial harmony with that which I bad 
reacl!.ed from an independent examination of the tables. 
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From these various illnstrations it is clear that the revenue of the 

United States J;ias suffered by the treaty in question and that in this 
important particular its . advantages ha've not been shared equally by 
the two countries. Here, at least, it loses all title to its name. 

There is an old saying that we can only judge the future by 
the past, and if such was the result to our Government under 
that treaty it would be only reasonable to suppose that the same 
conditions will occur again. 

In this case we have only to take the tables prepared by our 
Government for our guidance in considering this bill to see that 
a like condition would exist under this treaty. We have sta
tistical dn.ta coYering all articles exported and imported from 
and by the two countries from each other for the year 1910 
that would be in any way affected by this treaty, together with 
the present ~uty rate charged by ea.ch country; also giving the 
proposed reciprocal rate and the amount of money levied by the 
two countries on articles imported and the amount that would 
have to be remitted on 1910 business by each country under 
this agreement. . 

CANADA DRIVES GOOD BARGA!~. 

We find that Canada imported from the United States in 1910 
reciprocal products to the amount of $47,827,059, on which she 
collected tariff duties of $7,776,236. Of this amount Canada 
would have to remit under this reciprocal agreement $2,560,579. 
Take this from the duties collected and it leaves Canada a bal
ance of $5,215,G57 tariff revenue. We find that the United States 
imported from Canada during the same year products to the 
value of $47,333,158, on which we collected customs duties of 
$5,649,826. Of this amount we would have to remit under this 
proposed agreement $4,840,033, leaving a balance in favor of the 
United States of $779,803 tariff duties collected on more than 
$47,000,000 of business done with Canada, as against Canada's 
$5,215,657 on practically the same amount of business it did 
with this Government. 

Where is our Government's reciprocal benefit from a measure 
like this? 

We have indisputable proof here that the United States on 
practically the same amount of business done in Canada that 
Canada did with us only receives a little more than one-sixth 
the revenue Canada receives from us under this proposed treaty. 
Is it wise for our Government to go into any such treaty with 
these indisputable :figures staring us in the face? 

This is, in my judgment, not only a great moral wrong we 
are attempting to do a certain class of our citizens, but from 
the standpoint of sound business policy it looks to me to be 
indefensible. Canada puts on the free list all commodities on 
which it knows it will be able to compete with us, but with 
few exceptions on those articles which Canada considers are 
not competitive it retains duties that bring in as much revenue 
under this treaty as the United States collected from Canada 
under the old system. 

I maintain that from a financial viewpoint this is not fair 
to our Government as an executor, and from a moral view
point it is not fair to our people. This measure is · only reci
procity in name. It is a travesty on justice, executed for the 
benefit of special interests under the guise of a benefit for the 
masses. 

Mr. Chairman, the President of the United States has been 
quoted as having said that it would check and reduce the 
cost of living-
that lt will not hurt the American farmer, wm help the Canadian 
farmer, and reduce the cost of living to the consumer. 

He may be able to fool some American producers with a 
paradoxical declaration of that kind, but he can not fool all 
of them. 

BOUND TO HURT PRODUCER. 

The law of supply and demand, the commercial training of a 
lifetime, teaches that by no natural conditions can such a thing 
be possible. Ilow is it going to lower the price of food products 
to the consumer, yet not hurt the United States producer? 
There is nothing the producer can buy from Can~da that would 
reduce his cost of living commensurate with his sacrifices. The 
entire line of commodities that he buys bears the same old 
tariff rate, with the single possible exception of rough lumber, 
so he can not help but suffer, the President's assertion to the 
contrary notwithstnnding. 

Is it not possible that it is largely other things our people 
have to buy that are responsible for their burden of high cost 
of living and not the food supply? 

In Secretary Wilson's report for the present year he brings 
his discu!':sion on the high cost of living to a close as follows: 

From the details that have been presented with regard to the increase 
of the prices of farm products between farmer and consumer, the con
clusion is inevitable that the consumer bas no well-grounded complaint 
against the farmer for the prices that he pays. 

XLVII--33 

After the eonslderation of the elements of the matter it is plain 
that the farmer is not getting an exorbitant price for his products and 
that the c~st of distribution from the time of delivery at destin~tion 
by the ra1lr~ads to delivery to the consumer is the feature of the 
f;eo~{:iii~n~f high prices which must present itself to the consumer for 

Note again that this statement is from the annual report of 
the Secretary of. Agriculture, Mr. Wilson. 
. Some great .'Statesmen in tl~eir wisdom, in order to get an 
mcreased busmcss for certam manufactured articles, have 
seen fit. to put farm products on the free list, thereby depriving 
the Umted States producer of protection against the only coun
try he had any reason to fear-this without consulting him or 
giving him any representation on the supposed commission that 
framed this agreement. 
~ow t~ey add ~s~t to injury a~d belittle bis intelligence by 

tellmg him that it .will not hurt him, but will benefit the con
sumer. 

WHEN FARMER IS IlUilT COUNTRY IS IIURT. 

Let us reason together and figure out whether we show :1-ood 
statesmanship and wise policy to treat one class of our citi~ens 
in such a high-handed and arbitrary manner. Will it pay even 
from a :financial point of view? Suppose this agreement was 
entered into, and there is a consequent reduction in the cost of 
living. There is also bound to be a consequent reduction in 
the purchasing power of the United States farmer. The United 
Sta~es is dot~ed ?ver. with s~iling towns and villages, the pros
perity of which is directly mfluenced by the purchasing power 
of the farmer. • 

If this purchasing power ls reduced you have immediately 
struck at the gre~test single factor in our American prosperity. 
The c~nsumer may live cheaper, bu.t he will immediately find 
that his wage has decreased and his certainty of employment 
diminished. The trade of the retail stores of all kinds . will be
gin to fall off, consequently it will be felt by the wholesaler in 
the city. The sales in agricultural machinery and other manu
factured products will decrease along with diminished trade in 
all other lines, and the reduced purchases of home products 
will greatly offset the increased sale of products in Canada un
der this reciprocity agreement. 

There will be an immediate shrinkage in farm values to keep 
pace with the decrease in the price of farm products. 'l'here 
will be an increased Yalue of Canadian lands to correspond 
with the relatiye value of a 92,000,000-people market opened at 
their door. We will immediately suffer a great decrease in our 
circulating medium caused by the influx of American capital 
TI;t.? Canada, a~ well as the loss of a great many of our good 
citizens who will go over there to reside and partake of their 
greater prosperity. 

The moral effect upon our country will immediately be felt. 
The farm, becoming unprofitable, will cause an immediate exo
dus of farmers' sons and daughters to other avenues of life 
thus accelerating a condition that has long been causing anxiety• 
and commiseration among our thoughtful scholars and econo
mists. If, in order to benefit a few manufacturers and sptX:ial 
interests in the United States, we force this condition on the 
.American producer, what assurances ha.ve that class that in a 
year or two the same interests, desiring to increase their tra(le 
with Argentina, will not enter into a similar agreement with 
that country, with a promised decrease in the cost of livinO' 
to our consumers and assurance to the American farmer that 
it will not hurt him? 

'.fhe American farmer has as much to gain by reciprocity 
with South America as with Canada, and is bound to lose in 
either case. The American manufacturer and special interests 
of all kinds would probably be willing to trade the exc:hunge 
of the United States agricultural products in return for the 
admission of their own wares on the same principle that a man 
is willing to sacrifice all his wife's relatives for tbe good of his 
country. 

PRIVILEGED CLASSES CRUSH AGRICULTURISTS. 

It has been the history of all nations that the wealthy and 
privileged class controlled the Government and worked their 
own sweet will on the agricultural classes. This policy was 
usually carried out until that class became a debased peasantry. 
When they arrived at that point those countries speedily had 
their fall. This has been the history of all nationalities, and 
unless the governments of the present day can profit by the 
experience of the ages they will follow to the same end. 

Some of our European countries are realizing this, and have 
made vast strides in amending economic laws and changing 
conditions among their agricultural classes. The most note<l. 
of these is Germany. 

Great stress has been placed on the benefits that would 
accrue to the American farmer from the cattle that would be 
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sent t1own from Cann.db. to be, corn fed iir the' United· States. 
It i~1 true there might some cattle be brought into this country 
for frnt purpose; but, in. my judgment, they woulcl; be· few and! 
fn;.· between. 

Cnund.a may not be able to raise much. corn, although in 
Ontnrio they can raise- corn eqm:rlly as well as in New York and 
Michigan,. :rn<l better than in Wisconsin or l\linnesotn. Canad.a 
can raise oats, wheat; ancl. barley gn:lore, and can fatten cattle 
on those grains the beef quality of which is hard to snrpass. 
When the recinrocity bill passed the House last winter cattle 
fmmediately took a tumble in price, ·on account of the increased 
supply that was going to be obtain.able, and an Iowa repre
sentative, who was an extensive feeder of cattle, toid me that 
he had ordered his sold. at once, at. a loss of $1,000. He was of 
the opinion that he would. lose more tt he held his cattle arnl 
tlle measure passed the Senate. • 

Wheat immediately declined. some 5 or 6 cents the bushel and 
neYer rallied, but the price of flour ancl. beef made no corre
sponding. decline. The aonsumers of those two commodities 
received no benefits. 
If gentlemen think that: the Canadians would allow their cat

tle to go into the United States :rs feeders when they hnse un
limited. feed. of a splendid qunlity, they underestimate the 
shrewdness of our Cnnaclinn. brother: Some gentlemen nrguing 
on this reciprocity mea.snrfr ::illnd~ to the- tariff. between. the 
United Stat.es ~nd C::mad:r :rs n.. will,. nu unnatural barrier. 
Why ::i.ny more. unnatural than tllat between this and other 
nations with which we haye 'commercial relations? 

WHY O::\H LI'XIl DABTIIEn liOR.El TITAN ANOTIIEn? 

There is no more excuse for calling- the line between an Eng
lish colony and us an unnatural barrier: tban one tietwecn us 
and England herself; though an ocen.n. rolls between~ We can 
do business more expeditiously with England t.baIL we can with 
a large part of Canada. Even though there is only an imagi
nary Una f>etween us, that line is as broad as. tlie .Atlantic 
Ocen.n. when it comes to a_ question of nationality. 

There is nothin~ in. this imaginary line beating on. tlie. jus
trce, injustice, or wis<lom of this measure. 

Ur. Ch.airman an<l. gentlemen, if· we are going to hammer.down 
the price of· Olli' own products with Canadian. products, gb·e the 
woolen industry, the cotton. manufacturer, the Sugar and To
bacco Trusts, the United States Steel Tr..ust, ancI. all other vro
tectecI industries fr.ee trade.. They are as able to stand. it as 
the American.. farmer, anc1 there is more justice in this_ demancl 
than_ there is in forcfng this so-called recipr:ocity measure on 
the United. States producer. I again r:efterate there can be no 
gain for any part of our people that would compensate for the 
runk injustice <lone.. to anotller class. 

Tlle greatest mi.Stake. the United. States can: make- is, to start 
in to trn.<le even. the partinl prosperity of Iler agricultural 

4".!l::i.sses for the benefit of any other industcy. If justly hancllecl, · 
t.b.ey will be for all time to come the bulwurk of this Nation, 
lier leaders in. honor and v.irtue. They. who hold communion 
with nature and nature's go<l. are apt to be good citizens, and we 
need the help of that leaven to keep the entir.e loaf wholesome. 

i\lr. Cl.la.irman, there are sure to be some who would benefit 
from u. measure of this kind, fo11 all could. not lose from a 
finnnainl viewpoint. Ileciprocity in most any form is sure to 
helv somebody. The question. is whether or. not ~e, as a Nation, 
can afford to pass a measure like this simply for. a finnncinl 
aonsitlerntion. The- princir>le of the thing is more to be con
sidered than anything else_ Tlie taking away from the· United 
States farmer all protection as against his most dangerous 
cmrnpetitor in. the manner contemplate<! by this act is.as unjust 
to him ns was- King George's acts against the American colonies .. 

It is natural for all of us to be- selfiBh ill.. our viewpoints on 
qne8tions like this. If it benefits: us· :fina.ncially, it is easy for 
us to think the other fellow's view is wrong and his loss largely 
imaginary, while our loss or gain. is very real,. in.deed. 

WESTE.ll~ FnCI'~ !ilA...'f DECEU"ED. 

In_ tn.e far West the fruit man thinks he will gain by an in
<!I'crrsed. dcmancr for his products in. the· Canadian treeless region. 

· In the fruitless sections: of. our country it is a matter. of intlif
::ference. In tlle East, where United States- fruit- products llave 
to come into clirect competition wi1lh Ontn.rioi they am bitterly 
opposed to it. Anyone who is benefited_ by this mecrsure con
siders the contention_ of-the producers-of- othen: k:in<ls . of products 
as ll!lrilly. worthy of consideration.. .All of our people who own 
Omin.clian mines: or- Canadi:in. lantls naturally favoi: this' measm:e, 
and tt is harcl for them to see w)lerei.n. it could do ha:rni. 

'.rhe people who buy paper products hope foi:· a benefit from. 
ftee pulp woocl ancl free· paper; and while they think there- is 
concrete argnment for their being: benefited, it is. easy for · tllem 

to tlrtnlt the other fellow's contentions of damages are weak 
and unueasonable.. There are some- who care nothing fo11 the 
losses of. others· if. they are onlJt sure of benefiting themsel;ves, and 
there. are those wllo:say -they e~pect to suffer a personal loss, but 
are willin.g to stn.n<1 it fo,r · the sah.--e of striking a blow at the 
principle of protection.. Tl.ley admit that . this reciprocity agree
ment is very unju8t in its provisions, but a.re- willing to see this 
w.rong committed ill orden to destroy what they rega:nl as an 
un_wise commercial policy .. 

This class is little, if any, better than those who look at- it 
solely from. the viewpoint of self-interest, for they utterly fail 
to take the morml effect into aonsidern.tiou. This is not a locn.1 
question, but a .nation.al one, even though it is a· question. which· 
affects every local community, and its effects should not be consid
ered from the viewpoint of its benefit to· the individual com-
munfty, or district. ' 

What the effect is going to be upon our entire Nation,_ not 
only financially but morally, is more important, a.ncl the least 
thing worthy of consideration is the. question of political ex
nediency as affecting political parties or preferment. The actual 
welfare of the Nation is more worthy of consideration. [Loud 
anplause.J 

l\Ir. D.A.LZELIJ. i\Ir. Chairman, I yield one minute- t'o the 
gentleman from Kansas [1\fr; YoUNG] . 

Mr. YOUNG of Kansas. l\lr. Chairman, I may be pardoned 
for engaging_ the attention of this body so early in my· legislative 
experience in this Chamber when I say tllat, in. my judgment; 
there has not been in ille last generation brought before the 
American Congress so far-reaching and enormously vital a 
proposition, that so universally affects the whole interests of 
e-rery class of 12eople I have. the honor to represent here as . this 
so-called reciprocity compact. 

Not only is it true of my people locally,. but to n.. greater on 
less degree the. w.hole of the American people , elsewhere and 
es11ecinlly is it true of the 30,000,000 of them who are o~aged 
in. our agricultural industry ancl who arc producing. annually 
food products to the fabulous. value of nearly $9,000,000,000. 

Kansas being chiefly and.. almost exclusively an agricultural 
region and not lagging in the goou work proudly carries the 
banner above all other States in the production. and annual 
value of her wlleat crops, an.cl stands near the· head. of· the 
column of States in the production of. corn, beef, pork, ancl.. other 
foodstuffs. It is not, thei:efore, strange that her furmers are 
very deeply and vitally interestecI in what is going to happen to 
their great. business- of stock raising and farm pro<l.uctions, 
amounting annually in value to $640,000,000, and. to their bank 
deposits, now aggrega.ting $150,000,000 more,. when the In.st 
anchor of protection they have on, tn.eir in<l.usb.Jy sllall be swept'. 
a_way by the_pa.ssn.ge of this bil1,. bringing them face to face with 
nn unknown ancl unascertainable competition th.at will come to 
them from the, in.calculable possibilities o:t a raptdly. developing 
agricultural empire across our northern. border, whei:e labor is 
I.Jn.id f.a,r less, lands one-half · or less cheaper •. with a fertility 
mucll greater than. their own. And. all this without a r.ecipr.ocal 
morsel in return. 

It may be wise to remember that we have been uelegate<l 
an<l nre here solely to legislate for the benefit of our citizens, 
and not foreigners, which thought should be paramount in 
every conscience before trying tllis extremely doubtful experi
ment that, in the light of the past, will become an a<l<litional 
burclensome yoke upon him who daily goe.s forth before the 
rising of the sun :incl is at this hour tilling the soil, and until 
the close· of' the clay, for the very necessities of life which all 
must have-the· merchant, the- mechanic, the docto11, the lawyer, 
the preacher, the teacher, ancl. the banker, all wait until in the 
sweat of his brow he has plowecl, sowed~ and reaped. He feeds 
them all. 

The f::u:mcr's trade is one of worth ; 
He's- partner with the sky und eru:th, 
He's nurtner with the sun nnd rain, 
A-nd no mnn· loseR for his gain. 
1U.o.n. mny rise nncl, men may fall, 
Yet, the farmer,. ha feeds thc.m all. 

It i& of the right& of this great army of American. toilers,. who. 
are contending with1 the very elements day by day; in sun_
sllihe ancl rain, in heat a.ru1 cold, that should be defended from 
assaults from every source. They nra in their fields and nre
not liere. In this they are greatly hn.ndicappecl for legislative 
aonsiuer:rtion in competitiou with the well-orgnni.zed manufac
turers, wage earners;and the corpo:vate·interesb3 of tlle country,. 
for tlle fh.rmel'S- are almost wholly witllout organizabion, lwre· 
tofore · deIJending upon. the1 inexorable law. o:fi compensatiou., 
which: has: nlways. met with: favor in. their sigl.J.t-r.eceiving au 
equivalent for· what they confer-ancl content to work out air 
fndustrial destiny without, special governmental fn.vors. 
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They are willing at all times to do the square thing, ernn 

to conceuing some things not to their advantage if in the inter
ests of the city toilers, but if protection is taken off of all their 
products, as this bill does, they want ancl are demanding to sev 
it come off of the imckers' products and all trust-nu1tle goods 
which they are compe1led to buy. If it is protection, they want 
their slwre of it; if it is free trade, they want their share of 
that; and if it is to be reciprocity, they want it to be reciprocity. 

Tile farmers of this country, and especially the western farm
ers, belieYe that in trade if you increase !he purcllasing power 
of a customer you thereby increase your own prosperity; and 
therefore tlley well understand that the more laborers employed 
and better wages paid in the mills and factories .of the East 
and South tlle more consumers there will be and better prices 
will they obtain for their wheat, corn, beef, pork, and other 
food materials, the finished product of their industry. 

Believing tllus, they have stood firmly in the past for e1ery 
mea sure that would throw a wall of protection around the 
mills, factories, and workshops in the East and South and the 
laborers and wage earners employed therein as against all for
eign competitors; and they are now willing, if fairly treated by 
them, that all such industries shall be protected by that rea
sonable Republican doctrine, namely, t:Lle imposition of such 
tariff duties as will equal the difference between the cost of 
production at home and abroad with a fair profit to the in
Yestor. 

Protectionists ha1e always claimed that home competition 
preYented prices from becoming excessive. In recent years 
this naturnl law has been curtailed in its operation, so far as 
many manufactured articles are concerned, by the action of the 
trusts in preventing real competition in trust-made articles, and 
progressive Republicans have demanded not a destruction of the 
protective principle, but a lowering of the duty until it meas
ured but slightly more than the difference in the cost of pro
duction here and abroad. But no one has claimed that there 
was not real competition in the home market as to agricultural 
products. The farmers have not combined. The prices of their 
products, are still regulated by the law of supply and demand. 

If this be true-and it is true, and no one will deny it-prny 
tell me then why the protection on the farmers' products should 
be the first to be destroyed? Pray tell me why it is inconsist
ent in those who have demanded a r eduction of the tariff on 
trust-made articles to oppose a measure for reduction which 
carefully-I may say studiously-excepts them from its pro
visions? 

The farmers are not demanding class legislation; they are 
asking no special favors; they are only contending that the 
same standard should be applied to the measure of their pro
tection that is applied to others. They contend that the true 
measure of protection is the difference in the cost of production 
at home and abroad, and demand that a no more favorable 
method be applied to those interests which have stifled com-
11etition than to theirs, where home competition is free and· 
unobstructed. 

" Equal rights and special privileges to none." Afford the 
farmers this and they will ask no more. 
· But, let me warn the gentlemen on this floor representing 

the manufacturing districts of our country, who are pressing 
so ardently the passage of this so-called reciprocity measure, 
which robs the~ farmers of every line of protection they now 
enjoy. That they may cease to be liberal to your interests, be
come impatient uucler the burden you ha.Ye laid upon them, for
getting the golden rule, and sny unto you, "An eye for an eye 
:md a tooth for a tooth," and with some Elijah to lead them on, 
strike buck by encompassing your walls of protection, assaulting 
them so fiercely that there will not be one stone left upon an
other, and you too will face the avarice and greed of every 
nation of the earth and then feel the sting of the like burden 
you ha.Ye placed upon them. 

Gentlemen of the South on this floor, who are so numerously 
favoring this bill, I ask you where is your fairness or con
f-:istency in hugging to your bosoms an ample protection on 
your sugar, rice, tobacco, and peanuts, of which last year you 
produced but $150,000,000 worth, and demanding and pressing 
the passage of this measure that will sweep away the last ves
ti~e of protection the farmers elsewllere have, who for the 
same period produced cereal crops alone of more than $3,000,-
000,000 in value. With chilli-like fondness you cling to a 
tariff on one-twentieth of this great production, and insist that 
t.he farmers else,Yllere shn II lose all on the remaining nineteen
twentieths, and then declare here and upon the stump with 
vehemence that 11rotection is n robbery, thereby conyicting you, 
not as accessories to the alleged crime, but as principals. 
1\rherein can there be any justice to force the farmer to sell 
his cereals in a free-trade market and retain an amply pro-

' tected market in which to sell your cotton, sugar, tobacco, and 
peanuts? 

Pass this bill and you legislate in favor of the corporations, 
trusts, and combines everywhere by compelling the American 
farmer to sell his wheat in a free-trade market, so far as 
Cauada is concerned, and when converted into flour, save to 
the Flour Trust a protected market of 50 cents per barrel in 
which to sell its pi:oducts; it will force him to raise and sell 
llis steers, the finished product of his labor, in the same free
trnd.e market, while you give to the packer and the Beef Trust 
a protected market of $1.25 per hundred pounds in which to 
sell its meats at exorbitant prices to every family in the land; 
and it will force the farmer to sell all his other food products 
in a like free-trade market, and at the same time you carefully 
gi rn an amply protected market to all manufactured food 
products now so completely controlled by the numerous other 
trusts of the country that are daily exploiting the poor of the 
city, the family on the farm, and everyone, by demanding an 
unjust tribute from them all. 

Charles Sumner once said that reciprocity was a beautiful 
\VOrtl and very pleasing to the ear, and then showed how diffi
cult it was to put into practice generally, and condemned the 
Canadian reciprocity agreement of 1854, which was very sim
ilar to the proposed measure, covering like products from each 
country, as this one does, and which proved so disastrous to and 
was by the United States abrogated in 1865. Canada has been 
knocking at our doors ever since for a renewal of the old agree
ment. She has pressed her claims upon every administration 
from Lincoln to the present time, without avail until now. If 
our experiences with a like Canadian reciprocal agreement in 
the past is of any Yalue, then we should not hesitate, it for no 
otiler reason, to set our disapproval upon it. Enact this measure 
into law and we again reverse the policy of this Government 
since its foundation, and especially is it true that it will over
turn the policy pursued by it in the last 50 years, which has 
brought to it unbounded prosperity by increasing the property 
of the Nation from $16,000,000,000 to more than $116,000,000,000, 
or more than one-fourth of the wealth of the entire world. It 
will reyerse the policy of a great majority of the leading states
men of our country from the beginning of our Government, as 
advocated by Washington, Hamilton, Sumner, Morrill, Grant, 
Sherman, Harrison, Garfield, Blaine, .McKinley, and many others 
who stood for a complete protective policy for the American 
farmer and reciprocity in such commodities only as were not and 
could not be produced in this country. In tlie light, then, of 
our past teachings, history, and policies, how does the proposed 
reciprocal agreement square itself, for it requires us to freely 
open up the greatest market on earth of D2,000,000 of people for 
an unimportant market of less than 9,000,000 of people, which is 
unequal, unreci procal, and unfair? 

It puts upon the free list every product of the farmer of the 
North and West, composing one-third of our great population, 
to the direct competition of an empire of farm lands as large 
as our own, with greater fertility, more than one-half cheaper 
in price per acre than American farms, with labor far lower 
than our own, and destined at no distant day to be producing 
an equal amount of farm products to that of the American 
farmer, if not much more. 

George Harcourt, deputy minister of agriculture for Alberta, 
one of the several ProYirices of Canada, in moo made this 
report: 

Of the country which is known the area of producing grain is 220,-
000,000 acres. The total area in crops last year was 11,257,870 a cres, 
producing a total crop of 240,000,000 bushels. This is not the end. 
There is a great northern country, the McKenzie Basin, which is 
capable of producing grain. (Canadian Yearbook.) 

It bas been estimated that within a comparatively sbort 
time, with tile encouragement this measure gives, this vast 
territory will produce bread enough to feed the people of 
the whole North American ContinenL In this connection I in
vite attention to an address delivered in the House of Commons 
by Sir Wilfrid Laurier, for 1G years prime minister of Canada, 
on March 7, 1D11 : 

We [referring to Canada] are above all an agricultural people. Our 
chief wealth is the growth of these products of the Temperate Zone. 
What are they? Fruits, cereals, and vegetables ; and it is our boast
not an idle boast, but a boast founded upon actual experience-that in 
cereals, vegetables, and fruit we can, without exaggeration, beat the 
world. 

This, too, is manifestly unfair to the American farmer, to 
now bring him up against such conditions, who for many weary 
years struggled against depression and adversity in building 
up the ya.st wealth of the Nation, and after the long-looked-for 
day of prosperity to him had dawned, when he was just com
ing into his own and reaping fair and remunerative prices for 
his patience, labor, and toil, to be thus sorely smitten by him 
whom he has in the years that are agone defended with his 
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strong nrm, to now be forced to stand with helpless hands 
while his la.nds decline in price, see the fruits of his toil sell 
for less, compelling him to work more and to produce more .und 
sell more for the same amount, in order to keep the home and 
the farm running. Thls is not only unjust and unfair to him, 
but is gross ingratitude. The faTm home is an institution and 
not a factory, and must go on from year to year; the same ex
penses must be paid from day to day. He therefore can not 
shut down his farm and close his home, like the mills and fac
tories, when hard times and low prices prevail, and wait for 
better times as ·they can do. 

The American farmer knows he can not close down ancl 
wait, that his industry must go on, ·n:nd with courage he faces 
the future anu with a loyal devotion to his home, country, and 
fiag, excelled by none, e"Very emotion of his heart pulsating 
with-

My country, 'tis of thee, 
Sweet land of liberty-

and realizes he owes a patriotic duty to preserve the home apd 
farm, the nope of the Jund, without which this country will 
weaken, "fail, and finally perish as nations have done in the 
past and be known only as they on the historical pages of time. 

The American farmer is the chief factor that has created 
our great American market, built on her soil, in trade and com
merce over her rivers and lakes and railroads of whicll we 
proudly boast, which exceeds $25,000,000,000 per year, with a 
production in agricultural and manufactured products four and 
one-half times greater than all Europe and spending more for 
education than all the rest of the world combined, the foreigners 
contributing not one cent in tuxes for the maintenance of our 
schools, churches, -roads, bridges, and all other internal im
provements that go to make this great market for the use of 
which lle heretofore has had to pay a tariff in order to enjoy the 
benefits thereof; but this bill, in effect, proposes to compel the 
American farmer to tax himself to build roads and bridges and 
higlnvays, so that the Canadian may conveniently travel over 
them to e-\ery American farmer's door as his competitor without 
money or _price. How reciprocal ( ?) . 

It has been admitted in debate by friends of this measure 
that the price of wheat in recent years in the United States 
has a"teraged somewhat over 10 cents per bushel more than in 
Canada, and that this proposed measure, if put into force, would 
either lower the price of American wheat or raise the price of 
Canadian wheat. If the former should happen, as intended in 
the bill, it would have produced a direct loss to the American 
wheat raiser of $74,000,000, applied to that crop of 1009, and a 
loss to the Kansas wheat grower last year of the Tast sum of 
$8,500,000. And applying tllis to the middle and western por
tio11 of Kansas, where by skillful farming, the production of 
wllen t, oats, and barley has been developed second to .no other 
portion of our country, driving the arid boundary westward be
yond the Colorado line, will work an irreparable injury antl 
perhaps destruction to that industry there. 

What loss "'°ould come to the .American farmer on other 
products of his can not now be as~ertained, but, as affecting one 
interest alone, again I want your attention to the words of Mr. 
Laurier when Ile said, in the aforesaid address: 

Then there is t he cattle t rade. Years ago we bad a cattle trade with 
Great Britain. We have some yet, but it is not as large as it ought to 
be, because everybody t.nows tb::t it has been constantly retarded by 
the exchange embargo put upon it some 20 years ago or so, and there
fore, if we ar c not able to sell all the cattle we can raise, in Great 
Brit!! in , tllcr e is a ready market in the United States. 

Great Britain, to whom Canada owes her allegiance, places 
an embargo on the cattle trade from Canfrda, and we are llere 
now removint; all embargoes as a gracious gift to Iler Cana
dian cln.ut;hter. How generous ( ?) . How reciprocal ( ?) . How 
fair ( ?) . 

A few compn risons will be suflicient to establish the fa.ct that 
this rn-<?allcrl reciproca1 measure is not reciprocal in any i·e
spect, but wllolJy nnilatern.l in spirit and effect: 

( 1) It gi,es to Can::uin a mal'kct of n2,ooo,ooo of people, •a1ued 
anmrnlly at $25,000,000,000, for a market of less than 9,000 000 
of l)eople, which is far Jess in pro11ortion to her people than tliat 
of our own. 

(2) It giyes f ree trade in our great market for all Canadinn 
farm products ::mcl r efuses free lumber, coa~. iron ore, and t.be 
1ike to the American f;trrner. 

(3) It opens our m::irkets freely, but does not require Canada 
te r-erno\e t he ex-port duty on her wood and wood pulp that we 
buv f rom Iler. 

( ·1) As to tile reciprocal nature o-f- this ngreement, the opin
ion of Sir Wi1fr.id Lnnrier is w orth considering. In the snrue 
address nbovc referred t o Ile compliments the Canadian minister 
of finance, l\lr. Fielding, and the Canncli:rn minister of customs, 
Mr. Patterson, who negotiated the agreement with our Sec-

retary of State, and thanks ' these .tivo men for having ob
ta-inecl from the United States such an advantageous arrange
ment and "having obtninecl it without tlle sacrifice of any 
Canadian . interest." In other words, he means to say the 
Unite<l .States gave all and Canada gave nothing in r eturn. 

( 5) Pass this bill nnd we take a step !Jackward among the 
nations of the earth, for Germany, Fr·ance, Belgium, and the 
rest of the world ha\e long since discarded t1ic old. reactionary 
policy of giving free trade in farm products, that e\en free
tradc England is anxious to discard, which will bring dearth 
and depression to our agricultural industry; our rural popula
tion will surely decrease and the slogan " Buck to the farm " 
will becomo. obsolete, and "Go West, young man," will not take 
him to Kansas, Nebraskn, Oklahoma, or the great Middle West, 
but will be unheeded by him, and he will t urn llis back on the 
old home and country ancl either face town.rel 1\fanitoba, Sas
katchewan, or .Alberta, to there swear n1leginnce to a king and 
live under another flag, or town.rd the o\ercrowded cities, to 
abide where slums and snJoons abound, as breeding places of 
ignorance, lawlessness, crime, and unnrchy. Such is not con
ducive to, but dangerous to the country's welfare. 

It has been urged that tllis measure will lessen the price of 
food products and cheapen the cost of li'f"ing to all; that it will 
lessen the value of food products of the producer, yes; but to 
the consumer, no. The consumer does not eat wlleat, but the 
product of the Flour Trust; he does not ent fat cattle, but the 
products of the Beef Trust. Neither does he eat other raw ma
terials of the producer, but tlle manufactured food products so 
completely controlled by the other trusts of our country. 1t is 
apparent, therefor.e, that this measure is not in the interest of 
the prodacers nor the consumers of manufactured food procl
ucts, but in the interest of the consph·acy of organizecl avarice 
and greed; and the trusts, combines, and corporations will ab
sorb, as additional profits, all reductions it will force from the 
producer of farm products long before it reaches the consumer 
of food products. 

The greatest beneficiaries un<l.er this measure will undoubt
eclly be the trusts, combines, and corperatons wllo buy and sell 
the food products, both of the producer ancl consumel', together 
with the railroads who will transport these produ.cts from the 
Canadian fields to our midst in competition with 0ur own home 
products. It is perfectly natural, therefore, that the Hills, 
nockefellers, Morgans, Vanderbilts, and other .captains of high 
finance are reported as fa.yoring the passage of thls measure, 
which is not only unreciprocal, but class legislation against a 
large body of our American citizens in favor of -a foreign peo
ple, llill.d is obnoxiously discriminative in character as against 
one class of .our own people in favor of another, for it gives to 
the American farmer a free-trade ·market in which to sell his 
products and amply protects the trusts and combines of the 
country in their methods in the handling of the :Cood products 
of our people. It forces the farmer to compete with free wheat 
and protects the Flour Trust on its flour at !JO cents per barrel. 
It gives free competition in barley for the farmer and 45 cents 
per hundred pounds protection to the brewer on malt barley; 
free competition in live stock for the farmer and $1.25 per hun
dred protection to the Beef Trust for jts meats; free competi
tion in free flaxseed .and other -oil seed for the farmer and 
ample protection on linseed oil ·and such products for the Oil 
Trust; free competition in horses and cattle for-the farmer nnu 
protection at $1.25 per thousand on lumber for the Lumber 
Trust to ho~se them; free competition in dairy products for 
the farmer and protection on coal at 45 cents per ton for tile 
Coal Trust. Besides the Sugar Trust, the Steel Trust, and all 
the other products of the numerous other trusts seemed to be 
fayorcd as against the American farmer, whicll is unfair, un
unjust, on-Republican. and un-American. 

In placing myself in opposition to this measure, along with 
many others of like belief, I am not umnindful of tlle sensnt lon 
that awaits our experiences beneath the most powerful ma
chine of the times-the steam roller of the opposition-wllicll 
is operated so skillfully by the gentlemen on the other side of 
this Chamber. Unpleasant for n time it may be, but the con
scientiousness ·of having stood for and defended the rights of 
the people we represent will be satisfaction everlasting. [Loud 
applause.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to tlle 
gentleman from Massachusetts [.Mr. OUTILEY]. 

Mr. CURLEY. l'.\Ir. Chairmnn, in the consideration of the 
Canadinn reciprocity bill one woultl be justified in the m:sump
tion that the paper manufacturers :md lumbermen of tlle coun
try would be forced into bankruptcy in tile event of tllc passage 
of this measure. I am in fayor of the Canadian reciprocity uill 
because the Lumber Trust and all its n.Bied interests are oppos
ing it and because it typifies the most adnmced character of pro-
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gressivc legislation in behalf of the great masses of our people. 
[Applause.] The activity of the special interests in their cn
dea vor to defeat this men.sure is a sign of the times. 

We find the best Ulought of the Democratic Party of the 
Nation favoring this Canadian reciprocity bill, n.nd there seems 
no question in my mind that its passage will e-ventually lower 
the cost of living to om· people. 

I do not think that God in His wisdom ever intended that an 
unnatural barrier shoul<l rise as n monument to greed, avarice, 
and the lust of wealth IJetween the people of this country and 
their neighl>ors across the CanacUan border. [Applause.] 

Wha.t matters it if the earnings of the Lumber and Paper 
Trusts and their satellites are reduced if a market for the 
exportation of our products and the interchange of Canadian 
goods makes lighter tile burden \1orne by the great masses of our 
toilers. [Applause.] 

But above and beyond all else there is absolutely no question 
in my mind but what the present high and intolerant cost of 
living to our people can be lowered materially if we remove the 
present tariff walls existing between the United States and 
Canada anc.l allow the wage earners of the land to enjoy the 
benefits to be deri1ed from Canadian staple products. 

To say that there can be no advantage in opening to the 
widest extent the great market upon our borders is the sheerest 
fo1ly. Let mo present for a moment as a fair :md well-drawn 
illustration the actual conditions in the city of New York that 
ha-vc come about under the present high cost of living. 

New York City has u population in round numbers of 
4,700,000. It is estimated that these 4,700,000 persons spend 
about $2,350,000 a clay for food. According to the tables of the 
United States Bureau of Labor the price of beef in lOOD showed 
an increase of 32 per cent over the average price for the 10 
years between 18DO and 1900. 

Bread showed an increase of 24 per cent. 
Butter showed an increase of 35 per cent. 
Eggs showed an increase of 42 per cent. 
Flour showed an increase of 54 per cent. 
Milk showed an increase of 41 per cent. 
Mutton showed :in increase of 35 por cent. 
Fresh pork showed an increase of GS per cent. 
Salt pork and bacon showed an increase of 80 per cent. 
Ham showed an increase of 45 per cent. 
Potntoes showccl an increase of 20 per cent. 
Veal showecl an increase of 30 per cent. 
This means that the people of the city of New York are 

paying $180,000 a day more for meat, or $G6,000,000 a year, 
than they would pay under the prices of the previous decade. 

They are paying $34,000 a day more for eggs, or $12,000,000 
a year. 

They are paying $20,000 a day more for milk, or $7,000,000 
a year. 

They arc paying $34,000 a clay more for butter, or $12,000,000 
a year. 

'.rhey are paying $7,000 a day more for potatoes, or $2,600,000 
n year. 

They are paying $2G7,000 a day more for other articles of 
food, or $101,000,000 a year. 

Thus the people of New York are paying $i542,000 more a 
day for food, or $200,000,000 more a year for food, under the 
present prices than they would pny under the average prices 
of 1890-1900. 

l\fy friends, let us soberly realize the great problem that con
fronts us with the people of one American city paying an in
crease of $200,000,000 on foodstuffs in a single year. 

The passage of the Canadinn reciprocity bill will realize a 
double gain for the American people. For we will put raw ma
terials upon the free list which will save our small manufac
turers a substantial part of what it now costs them to run 
tlleir factories, and also let in the food products from the great 
harvest fields of Canada which will ameliorate the conditions 
in our cities, such as I have just illustrated, by reducing the 
cost of living. 

I bclieYe also that tllere is a great and important side of 
this que<:ition that has not as yet been considered in the debate 
upon tllis tremendously vital economic issue, and that is the 
opportunity that lies for · moving n new ancl vastly important 
commerce of ~mother Janel through the ports of tbe United 
States. 

And I beg in connecti-0n with this proposed gain in American 
commerce that you will note how nlmost entirely dependent 
Canada is upon her eastern and western terminals for the move
ment of such commerce, while the United States lms so many 
outlets necessary for this neW' trade. 
~o adequate defense can be prescntccl for the trade barriers 

we bave erected against the Canadian Dominion. The trade 

of our country with Canada should flow as freely as bet\Yeen 
the States of the Uniou, for we need the ra'v materials, the 
food supply, and tlle tnl>.ing advantage of the wonclerful natural 
resources of the Dominion. 

To-day all over the fond may l>e noted the demand of hu.ndreds 
of small manufacturers that they may barn the free raw mate
rials of Canada in view of the rapidly incrensing competition 
which they arc feeling more and more each year. For the full 
measure of prosperity will only come to the small manufac
turers when they realize an ability to secure the necessary free 
raw materials for their factories on the fairest and most equi
table terms. 

The most grievous fact that appears in the trade relations 
between the United States and Canada is that in the main we 
have taxed the people of the Dominion on the majority of goods 
a duty nearly twice as lnrge as that which Canada places upon 
American goods. 

We are establishing a system of continental freedom of trade 
in the passage of this measure. We are realizing for the first 
time, as we should have realized years ago, how import:mt
yes, how vitally necessary to us-are the products of the Cana
dian forests, the earth, the sea, and the mines, and we will allow 
the American workingman to freely exghange bis products with 
the Canadian lumberman, farmer, fisherman, and miner and pay 
for them, in reality, with 11roducts of our own, for .you must 
bear in mind that the people of Canada are as yet little engaged 
in manufacturing pursuits and form an ideal people for us to 
trade with. 

The people of Canada, by reason of our greater development 
in manufacturing, are to-day vitally in need of the things we 
are most engaged in making, and which we must sell more ancl 
more to foreign buyers if we are to continue to grow in pros
perity. 

With trade flowing as freely l>etween the United States and 
Canada as between the States of our Union, we shall realize 
again that great prosperity which followed the trade centers of 
the Enst and the great agricultural centers of the West, and 
find history inevitably repeating itself between the manufac
turing centers of the Unitecl States and the great and rnpiclly 
developing agricultural districts of the Dominion. 

Ne\-cr in the history of this Republic have the conditions of 
great afiluence upon the one hand and extreme poverty upon the 
other been so strongly paralleled, and the only protest that now 
rises in the country against the passage of this measure is the 
Yoicc in behalf of special interest. 

The marvelous economic a wakening of our people that ca used 
the recent upheaval in politics and gave so wonderful a Dcmo
crntic victory was the voice of the people crying out for relief 
from tho exactions of a higll and intolerant cost of living, and 
the >cry presence of many new faces upon the other side of this 
historic Chamber and a few new ones also at the extreme end 
of this Chamber, can be considerecl in no sense as the result of 
a personal victory, but rather the righteous demand of the peo
ple for a new order of things in the economic life of our 
counh·y. 

The result of the recent elections was as i1leasing to those 
Democrats chosen to carry the message of the people us it 
proved displeasing and clisa.strous to mnny men who heard the 
yoice of the people during the days of the Sixty-first Congress 
and lleedcd it not. 

Tlle tremendous increase in population in this country during 
the past 20 yenrs and the gradual uecrensc in the purcha.sing 
power of the . .American dollar hns been such that every thinking 
man realizes tllnt a stronger and better economic policy is 
Yitn.11y necessary to our people. 

It is n very narrow line that marks the difference between the 
purchasing power and the income of tlle American Jn.borer, and 
this reciprocity measure, in giving a wider mnrkot to om ex
ports, will aid the well-being of those who produce with tlleir 
l>rnins nnc.1 hnn_.us the wealth of the Jn nd. 

The American workingman should rejoice to find in tlle Re
pul>lic&n ranks men of the type of .McCALL, of .:.UassachnsQtts, 
HILL, of Connecticut, CRUMP.ACKER, of Intliann, nnd others who 
nre to-day placing loyalty to the people above nll else. 

Wllen the present governor of ~lnssachusetts -voiced the nee<l.s 
of the people in n Republican convention he was advised. l>y tho 
distinguished senior Senator from Massachusetts to leave the 
purt.r, and in turning his back upon his party and becoming a 
Democrat and leading the people's ca.use he was elected by a 
tremendous majority last year nnd will be rr.elected by the 
largest mnjorlty this year eYe1· rcceiYed by u Democrat in 
Massachusetts. 

There is no turning back from the signs of the times. [Loud 
applause.] 
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. l\Ir. Chairman, I move that thP commit
tee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re

sumed the chair, Mr. SHERLEY, Chnirman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state•of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 4412 
and had come to no resolution thereon. 

WITIIDRA WAL OF PAPERS. 

By unanimous consent, l\Ir. FAISON was granted leave to with
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, the 
papers in the case of A. U. Williams, Sixty-first Congress, no 
adt'erse report having been made thereon. 

LE.AYES OF ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent, leaye of absence was granted to Mr. 
HENnY of Texas, :indefinHely, on account of sickness in family. 

Also to Mr. DRAI'ER, indefinitely. 

CONCLUSION OF GE"N"ERAL DEBATE. 

Mr. m'DERWOOD. l\lr. Speaker, I desire to ask unanimous 
consent that after three hours' debate in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the l:Jnion to-morrow on the bill 
H. R. 4412, general debate shall close, and that one hour of 
that time shall be controlled by the gentleman from 1\fassachu
setts [Mr. McCALL], one hour by the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. DALZELL], and one hour by myself. 

The SPEAKER. The gentlemnn from Alabama asks unani
mous consent that general debate on tllis bill shall run for 
three hours to-morrow-one hour to be controlled by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL], one hour by the 
gentleman from Mnssachusetts [l\Ir. l\IcCALL], and the other 
hour by himself. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

A.DJOURN1IENT. 

Mr. Ul\'DEilWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I moYe that the Hou~e 
do now adjourn. 

Tlrn motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o'clock and 44 
minutes), the House adjourned to ·meet to-morrow, Friday, 
April 21, 1911, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

EXECUTIVE cmn.nJNICATIO~S. ETC. 
Under clau e 2 of Rule XXIV, executi\e communications were 

tnkcn from tlle Spc~ker's table an<l referred as follows: 
1 .• \. letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, trans

mitting n draft of a hill for impron'!ments at Edgemore Light
house Depot, Del. (H. Doc. No. 21) ; to the Committee on 
Appropriations :rnd or<lered to be printe<l. 

2. A letter from the Secretary of tlle •.rreasury, transmitting a 
recommendation as to disbursements of appropriations for cer
tain exigency work in connection with the care of public build
ings (H. Doc. No. 22) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be pri!lted. 

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND 1\IEl\IORIALS. 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo

rials were introduced and severalJy referred as follows: 
By l\Ir. WEBB: A bill (H. R. 6203) to divest intoxicating 

liquors of their interstate-commerce cllaracter in certain cases; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By l\Ir. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 6294) providing 
for the allotment of the Camp McDowell Indian Reserrntion; 
to tllc Committee on Indian Affairs. -

By l\Ir. BARNII.ART: A bill (H. R. 6295) to amend sections 
2304 and 2305 of the Revised Statutes of 1878 of an act provicl
ing for soldiers and sailors acquiring homesteads in public lands 
of the United States, and deductions of military and naval 
service from the time required generally to perfect title; to the 
Committee on the Public Lands. -

By 1\Ir. KAHN: A bill (II. R. 6206) to diminish the expense 
of proceedings on appeal and writ of error or of certiorari; to 
the Committee on the Judicinry. 

By ~Ir. EDWARDS: ·A bill (H. R. 6297) increasing pensions 
of Inclian War yeterans; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By l\Ir. O'SHAUNESSY: A bill (H. R. 6298) to amend an 
act entitled "An act to pro1"ide revenue, equalize duties, and 
encourage the industries of the United States, and for other 
purposes," approved August 5, lnOO; to the Committee on Ways 
and :\leans. 

By l\Ir. TILSON: A bill (H. R. 6290) to pwt'ide for the erec
tion of a public building at Naugatuck, Conn.; to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6300) to provide for the erection -of a 
public building at Seymour, in the State of Connecticut; to the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By l\Ir. DAVENPORT: A bill (H. R. 6301) to establish a fish· 
hatching and fish-cultural station within Cherokee County, in 
the third congressional district, State of Oklahoma, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Merchant l\farine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. RAUCH: A bill (H. R. 6302) to remedy in the line 
of the Army the inequalities in rank due to the past system of 
regimental promotion; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FITZGERALD: A bill (H. R. '6303) to repeal section 
40 of the act approved August 5, 1009, which authorizes the is
suance of certificates of indebtedness; to the Committee on 
Ways and l\Ieans. 

By l\Ir. FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 6304) to apply a 
portion of the proceeds of the sales of public lands to the en· 
dowment of schools or departments of mines and mining, and 
to regulate the expenditures thereof; to the Committee on 
Mines and Mining. 

Also, ~ bill (II. R. 630G) to establish a biological and. fish
cultural station in tlle twenty-third congressional district of 
Illinois; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish
eries. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6306) granting pensions to all enlisted men, 
soldiers and officers, who serrn<l in the Civil War or the War 
witl,l l\Iexico; to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. ROUSE: A bill (H. R. 6307) for tlle relief of the Ken
tucky drafted men; to the Committee on Wnr Claims. 

Ily Mr. COX of Indiana: A bill (H. R. GBOS) to establish in 
the Department of Agriculture a bureau to be known as the 
Bureau of Public Highways, and to provide for national aid in 
the improvement of the public roads; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By l\Ir. SHEPPARD: A bill (II. R. 6300) to amend section 
647, chapter 18, Code of Law for the District of Columbia; to 
the Committee on the Dii;;trict of Columbia. 

By l\Ir. STEPHENS of Texas (by request) : A bill (H. R. 
6310) conferring jurisdiction on the Court of Claims to hear and 
determine the claims of Choctaw and Chickarnw Indians; to the 
Committee on Indian Affair~. 

B.r Ur. LITTLEPAGE: A bill (H. R. 6311) for the establish
ment of a parcels post; to the Committee on the Post Office ancl 
Post Roads. 

By l\Ir. ROBINSON: A bill (Il. R. 6312) to repeal an act 
entitled "An act granting the use of certain lands in the Hot 
Springs Reservation, in the State of .Arkansas, to the Barry 
Hos1)itnl," and for other purposes; to the Committee on tho 
Public Lands. 

By Mr . .ANTH01'~: A bill (H. R. 6313) to proviue an eight· 
hour workday for United States penitentiary guards; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. G314) to provide payment for oYertime to 
United States penitentiary guards; to tlle Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6315) proYicling for. a military highway 
between Forts Leavenworth and Riley, Kans.; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By J\Ir. HAT: A bill (H. R. G31G) authorizing the designa
tion and employment of a medical officer of the Army as director 
of snnitntion of the government of Porto Rico, ancl prescribing 
compensation therefor; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By l\Ir. DYER: A bill (H. R. 6317) to prevent the sale or 
tmni-portntion in interstate or forci~n commerce of articles of 
food held in colc.1 storage for more than the time herein speci
fied, and for regulating traffic therein, and for other purposes; 
to tlle Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By l\lr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 6318) to provide for the 
assignment of certain water rights acquired by the United 
States under the laws of the different States and Territories; 
to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6310) to amend section 2130 of the Re
vised Statutes of the United States of 1878; to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6320) providing for the nllownnce of com· 
pensntion to the members of the United States Land Commis
sion to the Territory of New Mexico, create<l uuuer the act of 
Congress of June 21, 1898; to the Committee on tlle Territories. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 0321) to amend section 3 of an act entitled 
"An act to provide for the allotment of land in severalty," etc., 
approved February 28, 1001; to the Committee on Inuinn Affairs. 

By Mr. FINLEY: A bill (H. R. 6322) for the relief of the 
State of South Carolina; to tlle Committee on War Claims. 
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.Also, a bill (H. R. 6323) to· regulate and fix the fees of United 

States commissioners; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
.Also, a bill ( H. R. 0324) for the erection of a public buildiug 

at Winnsboro, S. C.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
-Orounds. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6325) for the erection of a public builcliug 
.at Cheraw, S. C.; to the Oommittee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. Il. 6326) for the erection of a public buildiug 
at Yorkville, S. C.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6327) for the erection of a public building 
at Lancaster, S. C. ; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

Also, a ·bill {H. R. 6328) to Pl'<>'\'ide for a substitute list of 
storekeeper-ga.ugers in tlle Internal-Re-venue Service, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Expenditures in the Treas
ury Department. 

.Also, a bill (II. R. G32n) providing for the erection of a mon
ument at Oowpens battle gmund, Cherokee County, S. C., com
memoraiivc of Gen. Daniel Morgan and those who participated 
in the Battle of Cowpens on the 17th day of January, 1781; to 
the Committee on the Library. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G330) relating to the removal of civil 
cases from the Stnte courts to United States courts; to the Com
mittee on the Jucliciary. 

By Mr. HAYES: A bill (H. R. 6331) to set aside a portion 
of certain lnnds in the new State of Arizona now known as the 
Grand Canyon National Monument and Coconino National For
est as a public park1 to be known us the Carnegie National Par~ 
in commemoration of the name of the founder of some of 
America's greatest institutions and the benefact-0r of mankind 
by the promotion of e·rnrlusting peace among nll nations of 
the oorth without the use of arms; to the Committee on the 
Public Lands. 

By Mr. TILSON: A bill (H. R. 6332) to further increase the 
efficiency of the Organized Militia, and for other purposes ; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 6333) to cooperate 
with the States in encouraging instruction in agriculture, the 
trades and industries, and home economics in secondary schools; 
in preparing teachers for those Yocational subjects in State nor
m::il schools, nnd to appropriate money tlierefor and to reguJatc 
its expenditure; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. FITZGERALD: Resolution (H. Res. 113) calling upo::i 
the Secretnry of the Treasury for information relative to ex
penses of the J\Ionetary Commission; to the Oommittoe on Ex
penditures in the Trensury Deparbnent. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: Resolution (H. Res. 114) 
amending Rules X and XI; to the Committee on Rules. 

· By Mr. SA.BATH: Resolution (H. Res. 115) proTI.ding for .an 
investigation of the undervaluations, frn.uds, and other mal
practices of the persons controlling the American Sugar Co. ; 
to tlie Committee on Rules. • 

· By l\fr. SIMS: Resolution (H. Res. 116) providing for a 
stenographer to the Committee on War Claims; to the Com
mittee on Accounts. 

By Mr. LLOYD: Resolution (H: Res. 117) pronding for a 
clerk and messenger to the Oommittee -On Disposition of Useless 
Executive Papers; to the Committee on Accounts. 

Also, a resolution (H. Res. 118) providing for clerical and 
messenger serYice to the se\eral committees on expenditures in 
the executi•c departments; to the Committee on Accounts. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: Joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 72) for the appointment of a committee to investigate com
merce on the high seas; to the Committee on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS .AND RESOLUTIONS. 
Under cl:ruse 1 of Rule XXII, primte bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. AD.UR : A bill ( H.. R. 6'334) gr.anting an increase of 

pension to DaYid Whitehend; to the Committee on In\alid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: A b111 (H. R. 6335} granting an in
crease of pension to William J. Taylor; to the Committee on 
ln\alid Pensions. 

By :Mr . .A~"DERSON of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 6336) granting 
au incrense of pension to Jacob Arntz; to the Committee on 
Inv:i.lid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 6337) granting an inc1·eusc of pension to 
Mnrtiu H. Black; to the Committee on Inntlid Pensions. 

Also, n bill (II. R. G338) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph Blackford; to the Committee on Inntlid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. G33D) granting an increase of · pension to 
William H. Chaney; to the Committee on InYalid Pensions. 

A1so, a. bill (H. R. 6340} granting an increase of pension to 
Joshua Covell; to the Committee on In-valid Pensions. 

Also; a bill (H. R. 6341) granting an increas-c of pension to 
J:1mcs Carper; to the Committee on In-valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6342) granting an increase of pension to 
Tllomas H. Chance; to the Committee on In>alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6343) granting an increase -0f pension to 
Charles F. Oollins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. .6344) granting an increase of pension to 
Jobn Dyer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, u bill (H. R. 6345) granting an increase of pension to 
Peter Dennis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a l>ill (H. R. 0046) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Dale; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (II. R. 6347) granting an increase of _pension to 
Isnac }j~ry; to the Committee on In-ralid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 0348) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob Gish; to the Oommittee on Invalid Pensions. 

~\.l so, a bill (H. R. 0349) granting an increase -0f pension to 
Jolln Grm·er; to the Committee on Inva1icl Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6350) granting an in<!rease of pension to 
1\Iary Hurst; to the Committee on In>n.licl Pensions. 
· Also, a bill (H. R. 6351) granting an increase of pension to 
Freclerick K. Hewitt; to the Committee on Invalid Pension-s. 

Also~ a bill (H. R. 0352) granting an increase of pension to 
Benjamin H. Hull; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6353) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob Henry; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.. R. 6354) granting an increase· of pension to 
Erwin 1\:1. Harley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6355) granting an increase of pension to 
Richard .i:f. Johnson; to the Committee on lnYalid Pensions. 

Also, u bill (H. R. 6356) granting an increase of pension to 
Lafayette Johnston; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 6357) granting an .increase of pension to 
John P. Lonsway; to the Committee on InYalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. Il. 6358) granting an increase of pension to 
Helen Longley; to the Committee on Inmlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6359) granting an increase of _p(>nsion to 
Johll Lutz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G3GO) granting an increase of pension to 
Ruben V. Lott; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6361) granting an increase of pension to 
Alfred O. J\IcClead; to the Committee on Inmlicl Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 0362) grunting an increase of pension to 
Vinel E. :McCreary; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6363) granting an incTea.se of pension to 
.John H. Mohler; to the Committee on Inv-a.lid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. ()364) granting an increase ot pension to 
William A. Miller; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. n. 6365) granting U.11 increase of pension to 
J olm Myers ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6360) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. MeIAlughlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 6367) granting an increase of pension to 
Tllom.as Morgun; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. &368) granting an increase of pension to 
William Newson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6369) granting an increase of pension to 
George P. Ogg; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6370) granting an increase of pensiou to 
William B. Olds; to the Committee on In\alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6371) granting an increase of pension to 
Erwin A. Ogden; to the Committee -On Inrn.lid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 0372) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph Rohln; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6373) granting an increase of pension to 
John W. Robinson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.. AJso, a bill (H. R. 6874) granting an increase of pension to 
Edwin F. Spink; to the Committee on Invalid Pension~. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 6375) granting an increase of pension to 
John SheJihouse; to the Committee on Jnyalid P~nsions. 

Also, n. bill (H. R. 6S7G) granting an increase . of pension to 
George Smith; to the Committee on InTalid Pensions. 

.AJ. o, a bill (H. R. 6377) grnnting an increase of pension to 
Eli Snyder ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

~\.lso, a bill (H. R. 6378) granting an increase of pension to 
Jo:::eph Shindorff; to the Committee on In\alid Pensions. 

· Also, a bill (H. R. 6379} granting an incrrose of pension to 
Francis M. Smith; to the Committee on In•a1id Pensions. 

Also, 11 bill (H. R. 6380) granting an inercnsc of pension to 
Willi!UU Swaney; to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 6381) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Strouss; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6382) granting an increase of pension to 
Giles J. Titus; to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G383) granting an increase of pension to 
William Updegraff; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6384) granting an increase of pension to 
.1Vilson S. Van Horn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6385) granting an increase of pension to 
David Warner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6380) granting an increase of pension to 
Frederick H. Winil>.er; to the Conunittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. G387) gmnting an increase of pension to 
Celius W. Worman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. <3388) granting an increase of pension to 
David Wertz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 638!>) granting an increase of pension to 
James T. Waltemire; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6390) granting a pension to Elizabeth 
Youngblood; to tlle Committee dn Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6391) granting an increase of pension to 
George Zabriskie; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H . . R. 6392) granting an increase of pension to 
. William 0. Bulger; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G393) granting an increase of pension to 
Robert S. Blaine; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6394) granting an increase of pension to 
Everett E. Garner; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6395) granting a pension to Mary A. Har
rison; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill · (H. R. 6306) granting a pension to Alice J. Phil
lips; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. G397) g~anting a pension to Desdamona T. 
Perin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6398) granting a pension to Margaret Pat
terson; to the Committee on Invalid Eensions. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 6399) granting an increase 
of pension to Margarita B. Ryan; to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6400) for the relief of Emiliano Martinez; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6401) for the relief of Jesus Gallegos y 
.Vigil; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6402) for the relief of Pedro Rafael 
Trujillo; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6403) for the relief of Nicolas Apodaca ; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6404) for the relief of Jose Salazar y 
Ortiz; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G405) for the relief of the estate of Martin 
Vigil, deceased, and the administrator of said estate, Eslavio 
Vigil; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ANSBERRY: A bill (H. R. G40G) granting a pension 
to Catharine Crockett; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By 1\fr, ANTHONY: A bill (H. R. 6407) to pay to the city 
of Leavenworth, Kans., taxes with interest assessed against the 
lots on which is located the Federal building for street improve
ments adjacent thereto; to the Committee on Claims. 

:Also, a bill (H. R. 6408) to pay the city of Topeka, Kans., 
taxes, with interest, assessed against the lots on which is 
located the Federal building for street improvements adjacent 
thereto; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6409) for the relief of J ames Stanton; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6410) for the relief of John T. Glynn; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 6411) granting an increase 
of pension to William S. Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BORLA.ND: A bill (H. R. 6412) granting a pension to 
Edward Waldo; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: A bill (H. R. 64.13) granting an increase 
of pension to John Hornbeck; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G414) granting an increase of pension to 
Edward H. Gnrrison; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n.. 641G) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Soules; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6416) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel C. Myers; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6417) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah C. Sherman; to the Committee -on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6418) granting an increase of pension to 
Pethuel Dorcas; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6419) grantirig an increase of pension to 
Samuel Gelston; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G420) granting an increase of pension to 
Jesse W. Whitmore; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G421) granting a pension to Susan Bab
cock; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BROWN: A bill (H. n.. 6422) granting an increase of 
pension to David H. Cox; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By J\fr. CANDLER: A bill (H. R. 6423) for the relief of B. H. 
Davis, administrator of the estate of Enos Davis, deceased; to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6424) for the relief of the heirs of Glad
ney, Gardner & Co.; to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6425) for the relief of the estate of R. C. 
Bumpass, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. R. G426) granting an increase 
of pension to George W. Holdson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6427) granting an increase of pension to 
Albert :M. Patrick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DA VIS of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. G428) granting an 
increase of pension to Eric Oleson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions . 

By Mr. DENVER: A bill (H. R. G429) granting an increase 
of pension to Richard A. Hall; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6430) granting an increase of pension to 
Josiah Gough; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6431) granting an increase of pension to 
Phillip P. Anderson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6432) granting an increase of pension to 
James W. McDaniel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6433) granting an increase of pension to 
William II. Everhart; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6434) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas L. Davis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6435) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph Luce; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6436) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas J. Gustin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6437) granting an increase of pension to 
David Gough; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. G438) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel N. Weeks; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6439) granting an increase of pension to 
Frank L. Dunlap; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6440) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry N. Bushnell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6441) granting an increase of pension to 
William Frye; to the Committee on Invalid ·Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6442) granting an· increase of pension to 
George A. Anderson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6443) granting an increase of pension to 
John !.'Barrows; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6444)' granting an increase of pension to 
Mary L. Thompson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (IT. R. 6445) · granting an increase of pension to 
William Barrow; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6446) granting an increase of -pension to 
Edward M. Curtis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6447) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel F. Welshimer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n.. 6448) granting an increase of pension to 
David Montgomery; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6449) granting a pension to Ellen Miller; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6450) for the relief of C. C. Shearer ; to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. DONOHOE: A bill (H. R. 6451) for the relief of 
Annie McColgan ; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. l!1INLEY: A bill (H. R. G452) granting a pension to 
Henry Langley; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6453) granting a pension to Wi11iam L. 
Hicklin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6454) granting a pension to Theresa J. 
Sowell ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6455) for the relief of St. John's Episcopal 
Church, at Winnsboro, S. C.; to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6456) for the relief of U. G. Des Portes, 
administrator of the estate of S. S. Wolfe, deceased; to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6457) for the relief of J. M. Moore ; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6458) for the relief of the estate of A. E. 
Hutchison; to the Committee on War Claims. 
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By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: A. blll (H. R. G459) granting an 

increase of pension to William H. Benthall; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6460) granting an increase of pension to 
J. C. Judy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\fr. FRENCH: A bill (H. R. 6461) granting an increase 
of pension to Recorder l\f. l\1udgett; to the Committee on Inva-
liu Pensions. - · 

Al so, n bill (H. R. 0462) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Bigham; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Al so, a bill (H. R. 6463) granting an increase of pension to 
Spencer C. Weaver; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Al ~o. n bill (H. R. 0464) granting an increase of pension to 
Blockmon J<J. Lawrence; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Ry :\Ir. GA.LLA.GHER: A bill (H. R. 0405) granting a pension 
to ~\llJcrt Truffner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. n. 6406) granting a pension to John Zilkie; 
to tlie Committee on Pensions. 

Ry l\fr. GREGG of Pennsylvania: A. bill (H. R. 6407) grant
ing Hn increase of pension to JacolJ n. Zuck; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By i\Ir. GUERNSEY: A bill (H. R. 0468) granting a pension 
to L;tnrn J. Grant; to the Committee on Invnlid Pensions. 

By Ur: HA.YES: A bill (H. R. 6469) granting a pension to 
William Alexander; to the Committee ou Pensions. 

By nJr. HINDS: A bill (H. R. 6470) granting an increase 
of pension to l!'rank Cleaves; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 0471) granting an increase 
of pension tp William F . Simpson; to tlle Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, . a bill (H. Il. 6472) granting a pension to Albert G. 
Jenkins; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6473) for the relief of the legal repre
sentatiYes of the estate of Benjamin Lillard, deceased; to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

Al so, a bill (H. R. 6474) for the relief of the legal representa
tin~s of the estate of Lewis M. l\Iauey; to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

A.lso, a bill (H. R. 6475) for the relief of the heirs of Joseph 
II. Thompsou; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6476) for the relief of ll.,. S. ~lcllacly; to 
the Committee on Claims. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6477) for the relief of tlle Cuml>erlnnd 
Presbyterian Church, of Tullahoma, Tenn. ; to the Committee 
on War Claims. 

Also, a bill ( H . R. 6478) to carry into effect the findings of 
the Court of Claims in the matter of. the claim of Henry Pepper 
and Elizabeth H . Clevelaud, heirs of Wi-lliam Pe11per, deceai:>ed; 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HUMPHH.EYS of ~.Iississippi - : A bill (H. R. 6479) 
granting an increase of pension to Ferree Pirtle; to the Commit
tee on Invalid Peusions. 

By l\:fr. HUMPHRI.DY of Wasllington: A bill (H. R. 0480) 
granting an increase of pension to William II. Merritt; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6481) granting an increase of pension to 
Sirneon Lockwood Coen: to the Committee on Invalicl Pensions. 

. Also, a bill (II. R. 6482) granting a pension to Jenkins Mor
gan; to the Committee on Inval id Pensions. 

Ry Mr. JACOWAY: A l>ill (H. R. 6483) granting a pension 
to Frank Doering; to the Committee on Inv1.1lid Pensions. 

Br 1\Ir. KIPP : A bill (H. R. 6484) granting an increase of 
pension to Charles Rutty; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sious. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 648'5) granting an increase of pension to 
Orlando English; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a l>ill (H. R ()..:186) granting an increase of peusion to 
Mary A. Lucas; to the Conunittce on Im·alid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 6487) granting nn increase of pension to 
J. H. Fox; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a l>ill (H. R. 6488) granting an increase of pension to 
Randolph l\I. Manley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, u bill (H. R. G489) granting an increase of pension to 
Minor Hoover; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

. A.lso, a bill (H. n. G4DO) granting an increase of pension to 
T . Fleming Lent; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6491) granting an increase of pension to 
'\"Villiaru F. Merri<.:k: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.' R. 6492) granting an iucrease of pension to 
Jo::;ephine Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a l>ill (II. R. 6493.) granting an • increase of pension to 
L. W. Kelly; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. . 

Also, n l>ill (H. R. G494) grantiJ:!g al). increase of pension to 
Charles R. Green; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6495) granting an increase of pension to 
Wil$on Murphy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 0496) granting an increase of pension to 
Eldridge G. Van Dyke; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6497) granting an increase of pension to 
Jeremiah ID. Vansice; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A.lso, a bill (H. R. 6498) granting an increase of pension to 
Dallas J. Sweet; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, n. bill ( H . R. 6490) granting an increase of pension to 
James W. Hurst; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A.lso, a bill (H. R. 6500) granting an increase of pension to 
Berlin F. l\Iyer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A.lso, a bill (H. R. 6501) granting an increase of pensio:r;i to 
William Kintner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
· Also, a bill (H. R. G502) granting an increase of pension to 

J. D. Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 
A.lso, a bill ( H. R. 6503) granting a pension to James H. 

Sawyer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
-Also, a bill (H. R. 6504) granting a pension to Harvey G. 

Van Horn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill ( H. R. 0-505) granting a pension to Mary Ann 

Hembury; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. LAT'J:.A: A bill (H. R. 6506) granting an increase of 

pension to Hobert Reynolds; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill ( H . R. 6507) granting an increase of pension to 
James H.. Clark; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. . 

By l\ir. LITTLEPAGE : A bill (H. R. 6508) granting a pen
sion to )fartin l\:f. Rice; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 6509) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry D. LiYely; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. l\IcGILLICUDDY: A bill- (H. R. 0510) to remove the 
charge of desertion from the military record of Frank Cooper; 
to the Committee on Military .Affairs. · 

Also, a bill (H. n.. 6511) granting a pension to Clarence M. 
Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, ~ bill (H. R. 6512) granting an increase of pension to 
Francis G. ll.,rench, alias Frank Jones; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MAGUIRE of Nf'braskn: A bill (II. R. 0513) granting 
a pension to Amelia Wells; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

.Also a bill (H. R. 6514) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. l!'r::lZee; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. 1\IAHER: A bill-(H. R. 6515) granting an increase of 
pension to L. .Alonzo Dennett; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6516) granting an increase of pension to 
John McMahon: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. 1\1.ARTIN of South Dakota : A bill (H. R. G-517) grant
in·g an increase of pension to Samuel Fulks; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. G518) granting an increase of pension to 
Willifl~ H. Yan Horn; to tbe Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. MITCHELL: A bill (H. R. 6519) granting a.n increase 
of pension to Mc.Arthur W. Brittingham; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 6520) granting an increase of pension to 
Julius 'E. Henderson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6521) granting an increase o~ pension to 
Albert Bauswell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 6522) granting an increase of pension to 
Williu{n McClure; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6523) granting a pension to Margaret Dick· 
son· to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Aiso, tl bill (H. R. 6524) grantin..., a pension to Hugh J. l\1c
Kane · to the Committee on InYalid Pensions. 

Als~, a bill (H. R. 6525) for the relief of the University of 
Kansas · to the Committee on Claims. 

By 1\1~. O'SHAUNESSY: A bill (H. R. 6526) granting an in
crease of pension to EHipha M. Fie1d; to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6'527) granting an increase of pension to 
Jane McLaughlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6528) granting an increase of pension to 
Lydia A. Randall; to the Committee on Invalid PenRions . 

Also a bill (H. R. 6529) granting an inc J.'ense of pension to 
Thoma's Lygbton; to the Committee on Invdlid Pensions . . 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6530) granting an increase of pension to 
Margaret T. l\Iartin; to the Committee on Inv~lid Pensions. 

Also, n bill (H. R. 6531) granting an increase of pension to 
Lewis Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RAUCH: A bill (H. R. 6532) granting an increase of 
pension to Christopher U. Rumpf; to the Committee. on In
yalid Pensions. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. -G533} granting .an increase of ·pension to 
George Henson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill { H. R. 6534) granting rui incrca.se of -pension to 
John L'. Staley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 0535) granting .an increase of pension to 
Jam€s T . Riordan; to tll.c Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6536) granting an inc1·ease of pension to 
John O'Harrow; to the Committee on Invnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill {H. R. 0537) granting -a pension to William H. 
Lowry ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill {H. R. 6538) grilllting nn increase of pension to 
Robert A. Love; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G539) granting an increase of pension to 
Ilobert Ca.meron, jr.; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6540) granting a pension to McCullough 
Tally ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

.A.lEo, a bill (H. R. 6{}41) granting a pension to William Fos
ler; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6'542) to carry out the findings of the 
Court of Claims in the case of Samuel E. Calvert; to the Com
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. ROUSE: A bill (H. R. G'543) granting a pension to 
Gertie Lee Davis; to the Committee ou Tnvalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RUCKER of Colorado: A bill (H. R. G544) for the 
relief of the heirs of John W. West, deceased; to the Commit
too on Indi:.m Affairs. 

By_ Mr. RUSSELL: .A. bill (Il. Il. 6545) granting an increase 
of pension to Jennie Higgins; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

.Also, a bill (II. R. 6'54.6) granting a pension to Ophelia 
McKay; to the Committee on Inv.:ilid Pensions . 

. A.I.so, .n. bill (H. R. 6547) .granting an increase of pension to 
Benton Braden ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SHEPP ARD : A bill (II. R. 6548) for the relief of the 
heirs of George· S.. Thebo; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. SD\1MONS: A bill (H. R 6540) granting an increase 
of pension to Edwin L. Hoopes; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 6550) for the re
lief of .J. M. Gurley; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill •(H. R. 6551) for the relief of the heirs of J . D. 
Bellah, sr.; to the Committee on War Claims. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 6'552) for the relief of Samuel El Howell 
and James H. Howell, in their own right ancl as sole heirs of 
Mary Ann Thomas, deceased, and William T. Howell, dece:ised; 
t-0 the Dommittee on War Claims. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 0553) grunting a pension to Louis H. 
Dowd; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. STONE: A bill (H. R. 6'554) for the relief of Nicholas 
0. Buswell; to the Committee -on War Calims. 

By Mr. -TILSON: A bill ( H. R. 6555) for the relief of the 
Winchester Repeating Arms Co.; to the Committee on Claims. 
" Also, a bill (H. R. 6556) granting a pens.ion to Wiil.liam C. 
l\fa.nning; to the Committee on Invalid Ponsions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 6557) granting an increase of -pension to 
John Spcer.s; to tile Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WHITACRE: A bill (H. R. 6558) granting an in
crease of pension to Eugene Davenport; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. n. 6559) granting an increase of pension to 
George H. Wirebaugh; to the Committee on Invnlld Pensions. · 

Also; n bill (H. R. 6560) granting -an increase of pension to 
Samuel Johnston; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6561) granting an increase of pension to 
John Bash; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6562) granting .an increase of pension to 
Henry Clny Corbett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. OC>G3) granting an incrense of pension to 
Josiah Ketchum; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By ~fr. WiLSON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R . 6564) grant
ing. an increase of pension to Thomas B. Heiser ; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6565) granting an increa-se of -pension to 
Frnncts Lombard; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. ()566) granting an increase of pension to 
Johnathan Erdman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 6567) granting o.n increase of I]ension to 
Jacob Sheets; to the Committee -on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II . .R. 6568) .granting fill increase of pension to 
Nelson Freer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill {II. R. 6500) granting :an in.crease of pension to 
Job Wetmore; to the Committee -0n. Inmlid Pensions. 

Also, n bill (H. R. 6570) granting .an increase of pension to 
Joseph Lan~; _ to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, .a bill {lI. R. 6571) . granting an incr.ease of pensiem to 
.John S. McGinne8s ;·'to ·the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. G'572) granting an increase of pension to 
Eugene B. Guild;. to the Committee on fnv-a!id Pen.sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6578) .granting an increase ()f pension to 
Josiah Gurr; to the OOinmittee i:m Invalid Pensions. 

Also, A bill ~ ( H. R. 6'574) granting .n.n increase of pension to 
Daniel Robb; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.AlsO~ .n. ·bill (H. R. · 657.5) granting :m increase of pension to 
Thomas Hurst; to the -Committee on Invalid Pensions. , 

Also, a bill (H . .n. 6i37G) granting an increase of pension to 
William F. Stil.mets; to the Comm!ttee on Inmlicl Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 6577) ghinting an increase of pension tq 
Willi.nm Cook Caldwell ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

· Also, a bill (H.. R. 6578) granting au increase of pension to 
John A. Brimmer; to the Committee -on Invalid J;>ensions. 

Also, a. bill (IL R . G579) granting an inc1·ea.se of pension to 
Dennis McGinnis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6580) granting an increase of pension to 
William L . Poust; to the Committee on Invalicl Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G581) granting an increase of pension to 
William Willoughby; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R . 6582) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Metzgar ; to the Committee on Lnvalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6583) granting an increase of pension to 
James Steen; t-0 the Committee on Invalid Pensions. . 

AI.so, a bill (H. R . 6584) granting .an increase of pension to 
George W . Kelley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill {H. R. G5'85) granting an increase of pension to 
Horatio P. Keyte; to the Committee on .Invalid Peru;;ions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6586) grunting an increase of pension to 
Percey H. White; to the Committ-ee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6587) granting an increase of pension to 
Peter Dayton, alias William Ross; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6588) granting an increase of pension to 
Leonard H. Brady; to the Oommittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6589) granting an increase of pension t-o 
Peter Schaddle ; to the Committee on Irivalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6590) granting an increase of pension to 
William Bessinger; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H . R. 6501) granting an increase of pension to 
Harriet M. Ritter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

AJso, a bill (H. R. 6-92) granting an incrense of pension to 
James E. Beach; to the Committee <On Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 6503) granting an increase of pension to 
David O'Brien; ·to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

Also, a bill (H. R . 6594) granting an increase of pension t(} 
Eli Webb; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (Il. R. 6595) granting an in'ci~ease of pension to 
George w. Musto; fo qie Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6506) granting an increase of pension to 
Frederick R. Smith; tp the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6507) , granting an inci·ease of pension to 
William H. H. l\1cCowan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a -bui (Il. R. 6598) granting ru;i increase of pension to 
Harry T. Peet; to the Committee on .Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6'699) granting an increase of pension to 
John Maneval; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6600) granting_ an increase of pension to 
Jennie K. Noll; to the Committee on In-valid Pensions. 
' .Also, u bill (H. R. 6<301) granting an increase of pension to 
William W. Bird; to the Co:mniittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H." R. 6602) granting a pension to Marie cle 
Planque; to the -Committ~e on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. Il. 6603) granting an increase of pension to 
Susan C. Long; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (II. R. 6604) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Hoof; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G605) granting nn incrense of pension to 
Israel Osman; to the Committee on Invn1icl Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 6606) granting an incTcase of pension to 
John Sweeds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G607) grunting an increase of pension to 
Robert Karstetter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 6608) grantin~ an increase of pension to 
Ebenezer Mott; to the Committee on Invalid P ensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. -0600) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac A. Brosius; to the Committee on Inval1cl Pensions. 

Also, u. bill (H. R. 6610) granting an increase of pension to 
A.shbell C, Wheeler; to the Committee on Im·alitl Pensions. 

Also, a bill {H. R. 6611) gmnting au increase ,of pension to 
Charles A. Shaffer; to the .Committee on Invaliu Pensions. 
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Also a bill (H. R. 6612) grunting an increase of pension to 

Elias .i\1errick; to the Committee on In>alid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (II. R. 6613) granting an increase of pension to 

John Koch; to the Committee on IhYalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6614) granting an increase of pension to 

Abram Robbins; to the Committee on Invnli<l Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. G61U) grnnting an increase of pension to 

Jobn Brinser; to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 661G) granting an increase of pension to 

Philip Kolller; to the Committee on Inn1lid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6617) granting an increase of pension to 

Eli K. Peasley; to the Committee on Innilicl Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6618) granting an increase of pension to 

Zachariah T. 'Voodwnrd; to the Committee on Pensions. · 
.Also, a bill (H. R. GGW) granting an incrense of pension to 

Ernest G. Treat; to tlle Committee on Inrnlicl Pensi9ns. 
Also, a bill (H. R. G620) grn.nting an increase of pension to 

Solomon W. Shadle; to the Committee on Inn1lid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6621) granting au increase of pension to 

Dennis Hanceu; to the Committee on Iuntlic.1 PenRions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6622) granting nn increase of pension to 

Henry C. Li-vingston; to the Committee on I1wnliLl Pensions. 
· Also, a bill (H. R. 6623) granting nn increase of pension to 
Silas El. Cummings; to the Committee on InYn lid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6624) granting an increase of pension to 
James E. Howard; to the Committee on Inrnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6G25) granting an increase of pension to 
Or(.'Il 1\1. Card; to the Committee on Inrn 1 id Pensions. 

Also. a bill (H. R. 662G) granting an increase of vension to 
Peter F. Reeser; to the Committee ou In...-alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. GG27) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel Shank; to the Committee on Im·ali<l Pensions. 
. Also, a bill (H. R. 6628) grnnting an increase of i1ension to 
Sanrnel Sanders; to the Committee on In>alid Pensions. 

. Also, a bill (ll. R. 66'.!D) granting an increnrn of pension to 
George Couch; to the Committee on Im·aliu Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6630) granting an increase of i)ension to 
William B. Reece; to the Committee on Invnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6631) granting an increase of pension to 
Squire L. Gage; to the Committee on In1aliu Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6632) granting; nn incrense of pension to 
John Lyman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Ali-;o a bill (H. R. 6G33) granting an increase of pension to 
Isanc Shemery; to the Committee on In...-alid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 6634) granting an incrense of pension to 
Joseph Fessenden; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. G63'5) granting an increase of pension to 
Jobn Ludwig; to the Committee ou InYalicl Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6636) granting an .increase of pension to 
Alvheus Johnstonbaugh; to the Committee on In...-nlid Pensions. 

Also, n bill (H. R. 6637) granting an incrcnse of vension to 
Clrnrles H. Ball; to the Committee on Inyaliu Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6G38) granting an increase of i1ension to 
Christopher C. Pfoutz; to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. n. GG3D) grunting an increase of pension to 
Willi:uu H. Strunk; to the Committee on Inn1lid Pensions. 

Al so, a bill (H. R. GG40) granting nn incrense of pension to 
Charles Chilson; to the Committee on Inrnliu Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6641) granting au increase of pension to 
Andrew Brimegiu; to the Committee on Invaliu Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6642) granting an increase of pension to 
'Thomas H. Bennett; to the Committee on Inrnli<l Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. n. G643) granting nn increase of pension to 
Di.rdd Johnson; to the Committee on Iuntlid Pensions. 

Also. a bill (H. R. GG44) granting an increase of pension to 
Isnac Ze11er; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Al so, a bill (H. R. G645) granting an incrense of pension to 
Howarcl D. Avery; to tlle Committee on InYnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6G46) granting an increase of pension to 
Johnston R. Lambright; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A.lso, a bill (H. R. 6G47) granting an increase of pension to 
Jolln Croak; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6648) granting an increase of pension to 
Josepll S. Morris; to the Committee on Inrnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6649) granting nn increase of pension to 
Charles H. Hillman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6650) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Harer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6G51) granting an increase of pension to 
Cecile 0. Hamill; to the Committee on In-valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6652) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew Douglass; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6653) granting an increase of pension to 
Norman l\f. Ostrander; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6654) · granting an increase of pension to 
John Kennedy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 66'5'5) granting an increase of pension to 
Erner E. Irons; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. • 

Also a bill (H. R. 6656) granting an increase of pension to 
John F. Burkhart; to the· Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. GG57) ·granting an increase of pension to 
John Hall; to the Committee on Invalicl Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 66'58) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob S. Kimball; to the Committee on InYalicl Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R._ 6G·5!)) granting an increase of pension to 
1\1. J. Holmes; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 6660) granting an increase of pension to 
Willia~1 C. Taylor; to the Committee on Invaliu Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6661) granting an increase of pension ro 
John W. Corle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 6662) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry' C. Holter; to the Committee on In-valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6-66-3) granting an increase of pension to 
Willinrn Coder; to the Cowmittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G664) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob H. Moon; to the Committee on Iuvalicl Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6665) gmnting an increase of pension to 
Jackson Tibbens; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a. bill ( H. R. 66G6) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles Bruner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G667) granting an increase of pension to 
G. tV. Rogers; to the Committee on Invaliu Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R: 6668) granting an increase of pension to 
George J. Horton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, n bill (H. R. 666D) granting an increase of peusion to 
Anclrew J . Butler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6670) granting an increase of pension to 
Hurlbutt L . . F'amsworth; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6671) granting an incren se of pension to 
Ebenezer A. Whituey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6672) granting an increase of peusion to 
William Hancock; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, n bill (H. R. 6G73) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles H. Eddy; to the Committee on Inrnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6674) granting an increase of pension to 
.William l\:f. Everllnrt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. H.. 6675) granting an increase of pension to 
HarYey Frm·el; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

Also, a bill ( H. H.. 6676) granting an increase of pension to 
John S. Schuyler; to tlle Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 6677) granting an increase of pension to 
James' A. Roche; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 6678) granting an increase of pension to 
Hiram' L. Yoder; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6679) granting an increase of pension to 
George S. Smith; to tbe Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 66SO) granting an increase of pension to 
Jolln Shrout; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 6681) granting an increa~e of p~nsion to 
John L. G. Robbins; to the Committee on InYahd Pens10ns. 

Also a till ( H. R. 6682) granting an increase of pension to 
Da viu 

1

McClintock; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6683) granting an increase ~f pension to 

John Bossinger; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6684) granting an increase of pension to 

Henry D. Smead; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6685) granting an increase of pension to 

William Smith; to the Committee on InYalid Pensions. 
Also a bill (H. R. 6686) granting an increase of pension to 

Wesley Doyle; to the Committee on Inval~d Pensions. . 
Also, a bill ( H. R. 6637) granting a.n mcrense of pens10n to 

Daniel W. Green; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also a bill (H. R. 6688) granting an increase of pension to 

Josiah' W. Harding; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, n. bill (H. R. 6689) granting an incrense of pension to 

James Ii. Donnell; to the Committee on Pensions. 
Also. n hill (H. R. 66DO) granting an increase of pension to 

Isaac f !e11ker; to tlle Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. GG91) granting an increase of pension to 

Isaac Kne11p; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6692) granting an increase of pension to 

Daniel Grafins: to the Committee on Pensions. 
Also a bill SH. R. 6693) granting an increase of pension to 

Claytoii P. WJJ:re; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6694) granting an increase of pension to 

David Rorabaugh; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6605) granting an increase of pension to 

John Abott; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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AJso, a bill (H. R. 069G) granting an increase of pension to 
William :EJ. Clarke; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 66D7) grant ing an increase of pension to 
Joseph Cusson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 66!JS) grunting un increase of pension to 
John H. W. Lawrance; to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

.. Also, a bill (II. R. G69D) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Buckbee; to the Committee on InYalid Pensions. 

.A..1.Eo, a bill (II. n. G,.00) granting an increase of pension to 
Jobn A. Crissman; to tlle Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a 'bill CH. R. G701) granting a pension to Mary A. Row
land; to the Committee on Inn1lid Pensions. 

AJso, a bill (H. R. 6702) grunting a pension to William Lam
merhirt; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G70B) granting a pension to Martin V. 
Stanton; to the Committee on Invalicl Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6704) granting a uension to Charles W. 
Brace; to the Committee on Invalid. Pensions. 

... Hso, n bill (H. n. 6705) granting a pension to Paulina I1. 
Klepper; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bi11 (H. Il. 6706) granting a pension to Emma J. Huff; 
to the Committee on InrnJid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6707) granting a pension to Snrn Jane 
Stnclclon; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G708) granting a pension to Lou Pedigree; 
to the Committee 011 Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, ::t bill (H. R. 6709) granting a pension to Edward H. 
Presit; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (II. Il. G710) granting a pension to Ka tie E. 
Shaffer; to the Committee on Invalid,. Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G711) granting a pension to Chatmcey G. 
Tripp; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6712) granting a pension to Wi1liam T. 
East; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, u bill (H. R. 6713) to corred the military record of 
John H. Smith, alias Henry H. Smith; to the Committee on 
Military Aff'airs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G714) to correct the military record of 
George P. Bailey; to the Committee on :Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G715) to correct the military record of 
John A. O'Dell; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6"'716) to correct the military record of 
Hiram B. Willson; to the Committee on Military Affairs.' 

.Also, a bill (H. Il. 6717) to correct the military record of 
Joseph G. Young; to tlle Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. n. G718) to correct the military record of 
George 0. Pratt; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 6719) to correct the military record of 
Dennis Hane.en; to tile Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6720) to correct the military recoru of 
C. W. Walker; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6721) for the relief of James R. Brown; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6722) for the relief of Stephen Campbell 
and Isaac O\eruorf; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6723) for the relief of William S. note; to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

. Also, a bill (H. R. G724) for the relief of John L. O'Mara; to 
the Committee on l\!ilitnry Affairs. 

My Mr. WOODS of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 6725) granting an 
increase of pension to Apollas W. i\foffit; to the Committee on 
Innlid. Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6720) granting an increase of pension to 
Matthew Crawford.; to the Committee on Im·aJicl Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6727) granting a pension to Fidel Borer; 
to the Committee on Im~alid. Pensions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and pnpeI·s were laid 
on tho Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

By Mr. AKIN of New York: Petition of workers in paper 
mills at Glens Falls,. N. Y., against reciprocity with C:mada; to 
the Committee on Wnys and Ueuns. 

By Mr. ALEXA.}.;"DER: Papers to accompany bill for increase 
of pension of William J. Taylor; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Petition of Cantwell Shoe Co. and 20 
other merchants of Coshocton, Ohio, against parcels post; to 

· the Committee on tho Post Office and-Post Roads. 
By Mr. AYRES : Petitions of Spingarn Bros. and of Wash

burn, Crosby & Co., both of New York, in favor of parcels post; 
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. CRUMPACKER: Petition of citizens of the tenth con
gressional district, State of Indiana, against the parcels post; 
to tho .Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. DANFORTH: Petition of Baptist Church of Penfield, 
Monroe County, N. Y.,. favoring tlle i1a !ls:ige of H. R. 1020, to 
prevent the nullification of State antiga mbling Jaws by ii1te-r- · 
national or interstate transmission of race-gamliliu g bets or of. 
racing odds; to the Committee on Interstate and F oreign Com
merce. 

Also, petition of Fairport Grange, No. 467, P ntrons of H us
banclry, of Fairport, Monroe County, N. Y., against the pn i,:~ge 
of the proposed reciprocity treaty with Canada ; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota: Petition of citize11H of McLeod 
County, l\Iinn., against Canad.inn reciprocity; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By 1\fr. DRAPER: Resolutions of Chamber of Commerce and 
Manufacturers' Club of Buffalo, N. Y., favorin g Canadian reci
procity; to the Committee on Ways and Mrons. 

By 1\Ir. 'FITZGEIU..LD : Resolutions of the New Orleans Cot
ton Exchange, carnGstly declaring that all bagging and ties used 
in the baling of cotton should be place<l upon the free list ; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FOCHT: Papers to accompany bills for the rel ief of 
Joseph W. AU.ams (H. R. ri359), Benc~ville De I1ong (H. R. 
5362), Jacob A. Wolfe (H. n. 5364), William H. Bobbs (H. R. 
5361), Peter Bcicher (H. It. 5360), John R. Leffard (H. R. 
5363), and Jackson Taylor Yaun (H. R. 0440); to tbe Commit
tee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. FORNES: Petitions of Manufacturers of New York 
Association and Niagara Falls Local, No. 51, International 
Brotllerhoo<l. of Paper Makers, against Canadian reciprocity; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. · 

Also, petition of Pratts Patent (Ltd.), agains t H. R. 4413, 
putting dog biscuits and other <l.omestic food for animals on 
the free list; to the Committee on Ways :ind Uenns. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: Pctltion of G. ~I. Ward and 
other citizens of Mount Vernon, Ill., against the parcels post; to 
the Committee on the Post Office. ancl Post Iloadc:. 

By Mr. FULLEJil: Petition of American Paper & Pulp Asso
ciation, against the Canadian reciprocity; to tbe Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of La Salle, Ill., for the creation of a 
national department of health; to the Committee on Expendi· 
tures in the Interior Department. 

Also, petitions of Querns Bros., of Philadelphia; G. C. H etzel 
& Co., of Chester, Pa.; Jobn Thompson, editor of Farmer and 
Breeder, Sioux City, Iowa; George F. Tullock, secretary County 
Grange, Rockford, Ill.; and numerous other citizens, agninst 
the Canadian reciprocity; to tbe Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By 1\-Ir. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Petitions from 094 
residents of Gloucester, Manchester, Beverly Farms, Sn.lem, 
and HaverhilJ, l\1ass., favoring a national department of public 
health; to the Committee on Expenditures in the Interior De
partment. 

By .Mr. GOEKE: Resolutions of Holly Start Grange, No. 
1718, of Canton, Ohio, and. Auglaize Grunge, No. 347, Allen 
County, Ohio, against Can::ldian reciprocity; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means . 

By Mr. HANNA: Petition of citizens of Lankin, N. Dak., 
against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. . 

Also, petition of J. D. Lammle, of Ashley, N. Duk., against 
parcels post; ta the Committee on the Post Office an<l. Post 
Roads. 

Also, petition of .citizens of Enderlin, N. Dnk., favoring in
crease of safary to the rural free delivery carriers; to the Com· 
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By l\:fr. HAYES: Petition of William n. McHaille and 49 nther 
citizens of San Francisco, Cal., who are dependent upon the 
pulp and paper industry for their income and support, protest
ing aga inst tlle passage of the reciprocity :.igreement with 
Canacln ; to the Committee on Ways and l\fennf:!. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: Petition of citizei~s of 
Bellingham, State of Washington, for t)le obsenance of Sunday 
in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the Di strict 
of Columbia. 

By :Mr. KAHN: Petition of William R. Mcllnffie and 40 other 
residents of San Francisco, Cnl., against Canadian reciprocity; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolutions by San Frnncisco Labor Council, protesting 
imprisonment without trial in Rostov and Novocherkaslrn, Rus
sia, of 500 Armenians, for politicn1 causes; to the Committee on 
Foreign .Affairs. 

By Mr. MADDEN: Petition of the financial board of the 
A.fricau Methodist Episcopal Church, now in se.ssion in Wash
ington, D. C., against the Harclwick bill; to tbo Committee on 
the Judiciary. 
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Ry Mr. ?r!AGUIRE of Nebraskn: Petition of residents of OANA.DIAN RECIPROCITY DILL. 

gm~~a~~~irt~~~g~~;! ~~~0~f~s.placed on the free list; Mr. UNDERWOOD. l\!r. Speaker, I move that the House 
By Mr. MOTT: Petition of Herbert F. Hn.gn.dorn and others resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 

of Carthage, N. Y., and Martin Nolan and others of Rainsville' state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
N. Y., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Oomr:iittee on Way~ H. R. 4412, a bill to promote reciprocal trade reln.tions with 
and Ueans. the Dominion of Canada. 

By Mr. O'SHA.UNESSY: Resolution of Carpenters' District The motion was agreed to. ' 
C ·1 p ·cl R I Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 

ounci ' rO"n ence, · ·• to repeal the 10-cent tax on oleo- of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
margarine ; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. SAilATH: Resolution of New Orleans Cotton Ex:- consideration of the bill H. R. 4412, the Oa.nn.diun reciprocity 
change, fayoring the placing on the free list of all bagging and bill, with Mr. SHERLEY in the chair. 
ties used in the baling of cotton; to the Committee on Ways and Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chairman, in arising to close the debate in 
l\feans. behalf of those l\fembers upon this side of the IIousc who believe 

AJso, resolntion of Chamber of Commerce and Manufacturers' in the policy of the present bill, I desire to say that I think the 
~ul>, Buffalo, N. Y., farnring Canadian reciprocity; to the Com- ::;rouse is to be congratulated upon the illuminating discussion to 
mtttee on Wnys and l\leans. which it has had an opportunity to listen. The speeches delivered 

.AJso, resolutions of Irish-American and German-American so- upon both sides of the question and upon both sides of the aisle 
cieties .of N?':' .York! which have also been indorsed by their have been worthy of the subject-a subject which, as was said 
respecti~e d~ n s10ns m K:msas City, Mo., protesting against a by the gentleman from Illinois yesterday, is one of the most im
new arb1trat10n treaty with Great Britain. to the Committee on portant ever before the American Congress. The bill has impor· 
Foreign Affairs. ' tant international aspects and features of an economic character 

By Mr. STFJ>HENS of California : Petition of board of di- that call for the careful consideration of e\ery :Member. It 
rectors of the produce exchange of Los Angeles, and the mem- does not ID!lke un appeal for tile use of the heroics of the hust
bers thereof, i1rotesting against the pnssage of Senate bill TG4D, ings, but for the best thought each one of us is capable of giv
whercby the time of carrying butter, eggs, ancl i1oultry in cold ing it. 
storage is to be limited to 90 days; to the Committee on .Agri- I listened with great interest to the speech of the gentleman 
culture. from Maine [Mr. Hnms]-the first speech that he llas had an 

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of Sprntts Patent, America. (Ltd.), opportunity to <lcli\er in this House, of which he has been 
of Newark, N. J., protesting against putting dog cakes and other almost the uirecting agency for nearly 20 years. It was a 
foocJs for domestic animals on the free list; to the Committee on speech beautiful in structure, such a speech a.s is made out of 
Ways and l\Ienns. a full mind, and it wus entirely worthy of the subject which he 

.Also, petition of George 0. Edwards, Bridgeport, Conn., favor- discussed. I say that, although I profoundly disbelieYe in the 
Ing Oanadin.n reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways nnd conclusions which he maintained. I regretted to notice, how
Means. . ever, the pessimistic tone that the gentlemun adopted with ref-

By Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania: Petitions of Tiogn. County erencc to the American farmer. But it is not strange that, hav
P?mona Grange, No. 30; Bert Tuttle ·and others, of .A.ustenburg; ing been in a position where for 20 years he could not escape 
Tioga Valley Grange, No. 918, of 1\!::msfield; and Lookout from listening to the debates, he should ha-ve caught the minor 
Grange, No. 142G, Keating Summit, all in the State of Pennsyl- key in which the praises of the farmer are usually sung upon 
Yanin, against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways this floor. [Applause.] 
and :\feans. According to his eulogists here, the American farmer is a 

.Also, petition of A. G. Graham and others, of Jersey Shore, very serious-minded individual, with his wife and numerous 
!?a., and Charles Anderson and others, of Sheffield, Pa., request- progeny gathered about him-and I observe that these eulogists 
mg the withdrawal of troops from Mexican border; to the Com- usually bless him with a bountiful offspring-desperately and 
mittee on Military Affairs. 1 with great solemnity endenvoring- to cling to a precarious 

I existence. These orators lament over his rugged qualities, they l almost broo<l over his virtues, and as for his faults, he has 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

FRIDAY, April, 21, 1911. 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Tllo Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden., D. D., offered the fol

lowing prayer : 
Onr Father in heaven, fountain of wisdom, source of all good 

keep .us, we beseech .Thee, in touch with Thee through the re: 
mallllilg hours of this day that we enter not into temptation 
that we do wrong to no man, but with high resolves and nobl~ 
pur1}oses we may go forward with tile work Thon hast "iven 
us to <lo. In the spirit of the Lord Jesus Christ. Amen. 

0 

. The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approYed. 

WITHDRAWAL OF P.ll'EBS. 

By unammous consent, Mr. IlILL was grunted leaye to with
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, the 
papers in the case of Kate Malioi, Sixty-first Congress, no ad
verEe report hn ving been macle thereon. 

l\lr. BURKE of Wisconsin was granted leave to withcl.raw from 
the files of the House the papers in the case of Jake H. Wackert, 
Sixty-first Congress, no adverse report hn•ing been made 
thereon. 

LEAVE OF AnSEN CE. 

I 
none, for he is a being to whom it is impossible to sin. 

Mr. Ob.airman, I haye had some experience with the Amer
ican farmer. I have seen him in his natfre lair. It was 

: my great good fortune to liye for a number of years in my 
j boyhood upon one of those glorious farms in northwestern 
Illinois-a $200-an-acre :farm, as the gentleman from Indiana 
called it-one o:f those prairie farms, not the fiat farms that 
you have farther to tho west, but where you have the billows 
of the prairie tumbling about you. One of those farms whic~ 
when they are under culti:vation, present a scene of pastoral 
beauty nnd of fertility such as can scn.rcely be found anywhere 
in the world. I b:iye seen fn.rme1·s actnaUy burn corn for fuel, 
as hns been so dramatically stated in this debate_ Why, it 
has been presented here, as if it showed the destitution of the 
American farmer and his straitened circumstances, that he 
actually burned corn for fuel. I have seen him burn corn. 
Sometimes l:.c would ovCI·crop with one grain and could not 
sell it profitably, but he was pretty sure to get e\en on some 
other grain ; and instead of brooding over the burning of corn, 
more probably the farmer would sit cheerily smoking his pipe 
in the light of its blazing fire and his sons would rejoice that 
they did not h.'lYe to chop wood. [Laughter and applause.] 

The American farmer is not the sad-eyed monstrosity, always 
staring destiny in the face, that we have bad painted here. The 
f:u·mers, as I knew them, were n prosperous, inc1ependent, and 
happy race of men. I ha.Ye Im.own many farmers, and I ha\e 
1..'Ilown some men EITen on Wall Street, and I haye made up my 

By unanimous consent, Mr. SWITZER was granted leave of mind that they both belong to the snme race, and that there is 
absence for 10 c:!ays, on nccolmt of important business. a.bout ns much human nature in the one class as in the other. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 

Ily unanimous consent, the Committee on War Claims wa.s 
disc· urged from the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
6090) relating to claims arising under the provisions of the 
capt ured and ubn.ndoned property act, nnd for other purposes, 
and to amend and revise the same, und the same was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

I ha.Ye sometimes thought that if the nlliilbera we.re reversed 
and that if we had 5,000,000 'Toters on Wall Street and only a 
few hundred farmers, our statesmen would sing the homely 
virtues of J. P. Morgan and his crew and would bestow upon 
them some of these lugubrious enlogimns of which the Ameri
can farmer h:is been so long the patient victim. [Applause and 
laughter.] .And their worst enemy could hardly wish them a 
hru·der fate. 
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